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I
How to Use the Response to Comments Document

!
This Response to Comments (RTC) Document contains responses to comments received on the June 25, 1999

I Draft CALFED Bay-Delta Program Programmatic Environmental Statement/EnvironmentalImpact Impact
Report (Draft). Approximately 1,500 written comment letters were received from individuals and organizations.
CALFED also received approxLmately 2,400 form letters or pre-printed postcards. A total of 760 individuals

I presented oral testimony at one or more of the 16 hearings held throughout the state during August and
September 1999. All together, just over 10,000 individual comments are addressed in this document.

I The RTC includes three volumes. Volume I contains responses to comments that are specific to the Impact
Analysis Document. Volume I also contains Common Responses, which were developed for similar comments
received in great numbers. Volume II contains responses to comments that are specific to various program plans

I and reports (for example, the Water Qt~tyProgram Plan or the Phase II Report). Volume III contains copies
of all letters and testimony received that were not answered entirely by Common Responses.

Four alphabetized lists are located in the front of Volume III. The first two lists contain the names of individuals
I and organizations that submitted comments or provided hearing testimony on the Draft. The third and fourth

lists also contain names of individuals and organizations that submitted comments or provided hearing testimony
on the Draft; however, these comments and testimony are answered entirely by one or more Common
Responses, and the comment letters are not reduced. Following the four lists in Volume lIl, comment letters are
reproduced in alphabetical order. The letters are followed by the hearing testimony, which is reproduced in
chronological order.

I To locate your comment and its response, look for your name or organization
name on the first two lists in Volume III. If you do not find your name or the name1 Find your name on one
of y3ur organization on the first two lists, then refer to the third and fourth lists. Nextof the lists in Volume IU.

I to names on fourth lists are common response answerthe and the numbers that
your comment letter. Please locate the appropriate common response in Volume I of the
RTC and do not proceed to Steps two and tree.

I
Each cornmentor on the first two lists in Volume III has been assigned a number,
located to the right of the entry. Look to the right of your name or organization2 Look to me nght of

your name and find theI name to find the number assigned to your letter or testimony. Use this number tonumber toassigned your
locate the copy of your letter or testimony in Volume III. For example, if the numberleRer or te~lSmony. Use that
next to your name is "1000," look for letter 1000 in Volume III. Testimonynumbers arenumber to locate the copy of

I indicated by a "T’ in the middle of a number. For example, "03T43" indicates the 43~lyour letter or testimony in
speaker from the third hearing. Volume IlL

After you have found your comment letter or testimony in Volume III, locate the
code that the codes found in the of thecorrespondsresponse to comment.Response right-hand

reprinted letters and testimony transcripts. The codes are located approximately in the vertical center of
individuallypartitioned comments. The abbreviated letters in the response codes indicate

I the volume and section where the response to a comment is locate& Use the response
code to locate the response to your comment in Volume I or II. Examples of how3 Find the resoonse codeassigned to yourto use the response codes are provided below; also see the graphic that follows.comment, located in theI right-hand margin next to

the specific comment in
Volume III.

!
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I
How TO USE THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENTS

(CONTINUED) I

I¯ Response code "WQ 2.3-4" can be found in Section 2.3 in the "Water QualityProgram Plan Responses¯
to Comments" section of Volume ILl. More specifically, k is the fourth response in Section 2.3.

¯ Response code "IA 4.3-2" can be found in Section 4.3 in the Impact Analysis Document component1
of Volume I. More specifically, k is the second response in Section 4.3.

¯ Response code "CR 1" can be found in the "Common Responses" section of Volume I, under the¯
heading "common Response 1."

Because some comments have been consolidated, the response code may direct you 1
to one response that subsequently directs you to another response. For example,

4 Read all included andwhen you reach response WQ 2.3-4, the response may read: "This response has beenreferenced responses tO
your comments in Volumes I

consolidated with response WQ 2.6-8. Please re{er to this response for the answer to and II.
comment." For a complete response to your comment, please read all responses ¯

induded on your letter or testimony, as well as all responses referred to in the text of the
responses provided.

The abbreviated letter codes shown below are used in the response codes and the page numbers for Volumes I
and II.

Volume I

CR Common Response
IA Impact Analysis Document 1

Volume II

CM Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment, and Research Program (CMARP) 1
ERP Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan 1IP Implementation Plan
IPF Finandng Plan (Chapter 5 in the Implementation Plan)
LS Levee System Integrity Program Plan I
MS Multi-Species Conservation Strategy (MSCS)
PH2 Phase II Report
WQ Water Quality Program Plan
WT Water Transfer Program Plan ¯
WUE Water Use Effidency Program Plan iWSH Watershed Program Plan

Volume III                                                      I
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OF

AB Assembly Bill
Accord Principles for Agreement on Bay-Delta Standards between the State of California and

the Federal Government (Bay-Delta Accord)
AFB Air Force Base
AFRP Anadromous Fish Restoration Program
ALS Action levels
ARWRI American River Water Resource Investigation
ASKP action-specific implementation plan
ATSF Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe
AWMC Agricultural Water Management Council
AWWARF American Water Works Association Research Foundation

BARWRP Bay Area Regional Water Recycling Proiect
BATs best available technologles
Bay-Delta San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta estuary
BCDC San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
BDAC Bay-Delta Advisory Council
Blueprint Blueprint for an Environmentally and Economically Sound CALFED Water Supply

Reliability Program
BMPs best management practices
BOD biochemical oxygen demand

c
CAA Clean Air Act
CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency
CALFED Ops Group California-Federal Operations Group
CalTrans California Department of Transportation
CART CALFED Agency Review Team
CCC Contra Costa Canal
CCCTs combined cycle combustion turbines
CCFB Clifton Court Forebay
CCMP Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan
CCWD Contra Costa Water District
CDF California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
CDFA California Department of Food and Agriculture
CERT Certification
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CFCP California Farmland Conservancy Program
cfs cubic feet per second
CIMIS California Irrigation Management Information System
CM_&RP Comprehensive Monitoring and Research Program
CO carbon monoxide
Corps U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
CREP Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program
CRP Conservation Reserve Program
CTs combustion turbines
CU’WA California Urban Water Agency
CUWCC California Urban Water Conservation Council
CVGSM Central Valley Groundwater and Surface Water Model
CVP Central Valley Project

CALFEB Fina| P~ograrnmatic E|S/EtR ¯ July 2000 iv

C--027961
C-027961



L ST OF ACP.O Y S

CVPIA Central Valley Project Improvement Act
CVRWQCB Central Valley Regional Water Qu£ity Control Board
CWA Clean Water Act
CZARA Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments
CZMA Coastal Zone Management Act

D- Water Right Decision
D/DBP Disinfectant/Disinfection By-Products
DBCP dibromochloropropane
DBPs disinfection by-products
DCC Delta Cross Channel
DEFT Diversion Effects on Fisheries Team
DFG California Department of Fish and Game
DHS California Department of Health Services
DMC Delta-Mendota Canal
DO dissolved oxygen
DOC dissolved organic carbon
DOC Department of Conservation
DPC Delta Protection Commission
Dupont E1 Dupont De Nemours & Co.
DWR California Department of Water Resources
DWRSEvl DWR system operational model

EBMUD East Bay Municipal Utility District
EC electrical conductivity
ECCED East Contra Costa/.rrigation District
EDB ethylene dibromide
EDD California Economic Development Department
EEWMA Economic Evaluation of Water Management Alternatives
E/I ratio export/import ratio
EIS/EIR Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ERAF Education Reinvestment Augmentation Fund of 1992
ERP Ecosystem Restoration Program
ERPP Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan
ESA Endangered Species Act
ESWTR Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule
EWA Environmental Water Account
EWMP efficient water management practices

FACA Federal Advisory Council Act
FCAA Federal Clean Air Act
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Act
FIP Federal Implementation Plan
FMP fishery management plan
FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981
fps feet per second
FWCA Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
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LIST OF ACRONYMS
(CONTINUED)

G
GIS geographic information system
gpcd gallons per capita per day
GWh gigawatt hours

HCP habitat consercation plan

I-5 Interstate-5
1-80 Interstate-80
ICP Interagency Coordinated Program
IIC Imperial Irrigation District
Interior U.S. Department of the Interior
IOCs inorganic chemicals
ISDP Interim South Delta Program
ISO California Independent System Operator

JPD joint point of diversion

KCWA Kern County Water Agency

LCPSIM Least-Cost Planning Simulation Model
Ldn day-night sound level
LEDPA least environmentally damaging practicable alternative
LESA Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Levee Program Levee System Integrity Program
LIG Levee Implementation Group
LTMS Long-Term Management Strategy

M
M&I municipal and industrial
MAD mosquito abatement district
MAF million acre-feet
MCLGs maximum contaminant level goals
MCLs maximum contaminant levels
mg/L milligrams per liter
MH Maas-Hoffman
MOU Memorandum of Understanding
MSCS Multi-Species Conservation Strategy
ms1 mean sea level
MTBE methyl tert-butyl ether
MW megawatts
MWD The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
MWh megawatt hour
MWQI Municipal Water Quality Investigation
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LIST OF ACRONYMS
(CONTINUED)

/xg/L micrograms per liter
/~mhos/cm micromhos per centimeter

NBA North Bay Aqueduct
NAWQA National Water Quality Assessment
NCCAB North Central Coast Air Basin
NCCP Natural Community Conservation Plan
NCFCWCD Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
NCP navigation control point
NCWA Northern California Water Association
NDDB National Diversity Database
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NHI Natural Heritage Institute
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
NMOG non-methane organic gas
NOD Notice of Determination
NOI/NOP Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation
NOx nitrogen oxide
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPS Program Nonpoint Source Program
NRA National Recreation Area
NRCS U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
NSDWR National Secondary Drinking Water Regulations
NWR National Wildlife Refuge

o
03 ozone
OC organochlorine
Ops Operations Coordination

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
PEIS Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
PFMC Pacific Fishery Management Council
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company
PL Public Law
PM10 particulate matter smaller than 10 microns in diameter
PMzs particulate matter smaller than 2.5 microns in diameter
ppb parts per billion
ppm parts per million
ppt parts per thousand
Program CALFED Bay-Delta Program
Programmatic EIS/EIR Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
PTM Particle Tracking Module

Q
QWEST Measure of net flow in the lower San Joaquin River and other smaller Delta channels
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LIST OF ACP.ON’~IS

R
RBDD Red Bluff Diversion Dam
Reclamation U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
RMP Regional Monitoring Plan
RO reverse osmosis
ROD Record of Decision
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

SB Senate Bill
SBA South Bay Aqueduct
SCFCWCD Solano County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
SCVWD Santa Clara Water DistrictValley
SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer
SIP State Implementation Plan
SMPA Suisun Marsh Preservation Agreement
SNA Significant Natural Area
SO~ sulfur dioxide

synthetic organicSOC chemical
SR 99 State Route 99
SRA State Recreation Area
SRFCP Sacramento River Flood Control Project
Strategic Plan Strategic Plan for the Ecosystem Restoration Program
SDCWA San Diego County Water Authority
SJVDIP San Joaquin Valley Drainage Implementation Program
SWP State Water Project
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board
SWTR Surface Water Treatment Rule

T
TAF thousand acre-feet
TCE trichloroethylene
TDS total dissolved solids
TI-IM trihalomethane
TIE toxicity identification evaluation
TMDL total maximum daily load
TOC total organic carbon
TSS total suspended solids
TTHMs total trihalomethanes

u
USFS U.S. Forest Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USTs underground storage tanks
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L~s’r OF AC~O~’~S

v
UV ultra-violet
VAM~ Vernalis Adaptive Management Plan
VMS Visual Management System
VOCs volatile organic chemicals

w
Western Western Area Power Administration
WMA Wildlife Management Area
WQCP Water Quality Control Plan
WQPP Water Quality Program Plan
WSCC Western Systems Coordinating Council
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COMPREHENSIVE MONITORING, ASSESSMENT,
AND RESEARCH PROGRAM
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

0. General Responses

CM-B-1

An institutional structure to implement the Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment, and Research Program
(CMARP) is proposed in the CMARP. An important element of the structure is development of a science review
board that will play a role in guiding the decision-making body with regard to its use of science in adaptive

and decision making. The CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED Program) maintains that it ismanagement
critically important that this board remain independent and objective during their assessment of the use of science
in the CALFED Program.

CM -B -2

Discussions on a long-term institutional structure for the CMARP and funding needs and sources are found in
Chapters 6 and 7 in the CMARP. Chapter 6 discusses the attributes, functions, and elements of a CMARP
institutional structure but does not specify or recommend a particular structure. Chapter 7 discusses estimating

costs and financing the CMARP. As for the institutional Chapter 7 does not provide specificprogram structure,

recommendations. The CMARP report authors did not feel they could make specific recommendations on these
issues until after a CALFED structure had been decided on, which is now taking place through the governance

The CMARP elements identified in the document are aof the discussions. Itprocess. necessary part governance
is expected that the governance process will result in decisions that will allow CMARP staff to develop specific
recommendations regarding CMARP institutional and funding issues.

CM-B-3

The CMARP does not necessarily additional layer of obligationsstakeholders beyond currentrepresentan on

programs. The CMARP strategy includes an identification and review of current monitoring and research
programs within the Bay-Delta to determine which are currently useful for CALFED’s needs, and how some may
be revised to meet anticipated needs. In revision be accomplished without additionalsomecases,program may
costs, simply by replacing some variables for others. In other cases, additional costs may be incurred.

Chapters 6 and 7 in the CMARP document discuss the attributes, functions, and elements ofnecessary an

institutional structure that enable a CMARP not only to execute the science correctly, but also to ensure that the
fight science is being done. Specific recommendations regarding an institutional structure and funding depend on
the CALFED formalizing its institutional structure theProgram through governanceprocess.

CM-B-4

The monitoring and research recommendations in the CMARP document addressing water use efficiency
(Section 4.8 in the document) were developed by agency staff and agricultural and urban water use stakeholders

CALFED Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment,

and Research Program CM- 1 Response to Comments, Volume II
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to identify, on a broad scale, water use efficiency monitoring and research needs, and to provide examples on how
a CMARP could meet these kinds of information needs for the CALFED Program. Inclusion of these
recommendations are not meant to imply that they in fact constitute a program of monitoring and research for
the Water Use Efficiency Program. The actual objectives and information needs of the Water Use Efficiency
Program are being developed by the program itself. The CMARP’s role is to meet those stated needs by
developing a program of monitoring and research for the program.

CM-B-5

CALFED recognizes the role of uncertainty in evaluating the results of CALFED management actions.
¯ Recognizing that absolute certainty can never be achieved at any cost, CALFED will strive through the CMARP

to reduce the information gaps to reasonable levels. This can be done to some extent by implementing adaptive
management principles and by tightening the linkages between research, monitoring, assessment, and reporting.

CM-B-6

If CALFED’s science program determines that South Bay watershed stormwater data and other efforts are needed,
CALFED will fund those efforts. At this time, however, it does not appear that those information needs are
necessary for the CALFED Program.

CM-B-7

CALFED does support and will continue to support all ongoing efforts that provide information necessary to
achieving CALFED objectives. Financial support will be considered for additional efforts that may be requested
by GALFED to meet specific information needs.

CM-B-8

Thank you.

CM-B-9    I

Complying with federal and state Endangered Species Act (ESA) requirements should not be confused with
adaptive management actions or the principles of adaptive management. Adaptive management seeks to directly
address uncertainties by identifying them and taking specific actions from which we expect to learn, thus reducing
the level of uncertainty. However, because an uncertainty is being directly addressed, inherent risk to associated
resources is involved, depending on the type of action selected. On the other hand, ESA provisions already
presume some benefit from a mandated action. This implies a minimal uncertainty in the action being taken and
a minimal risk to the targeted resource. Complying with ESA requirements are not adaptive management actions,
at least in the scientific sense where the concept of "adaptive environmental management" originated. In fact,
complying with ESA provisions will make the practice of adaptive management challenging, if not very difficult.

CM-B-IO

The CALFED Program’s overall emphasis and direction should not be alluded from the CMARP report or any
single CALFED technical report.. The CMARP report emphasizes environmental considerations (including water
quality) because that is where the greatest information needs and critical uncertainties exist that can be addressed
by a program of research, monitoring, and assessment.

CALFED Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment,
and Research Program CM-2 Response to Comments, Volume I1
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CM-B-11

CALFED intends to support those research and monitoring activities that provide information useful to the
CALFED Program. It should be recognized, however, that the CALFED Program has specific information needs
that agencies/institutions are not addressing. These needs will need to be met through a program of research and
monitoring; therefore, the advent of the CMARP.

The CMARP does not necessarily represent an additional layer of obligations on stakeholders beyond current
programs. CMAtLP’s strategy includes an identification and review of current monitoring and research programs
within the Bay-Delta to determine which are currentlyfor CALFED’s needs, and how some may be reviseduseful
to meet anticipated needs. In some cases, program revision may be accomplished without additional costs, simply
by replacing some variables for others. In other cases, additional costs may be incurred. The idea of collaboration
is not to create a new bureaucracy but rather to take advantage of the work already being done. It is true that the
adaptive management program proposed by the CMARP requires a significant investment in monitoring and
research. The information needed by CALFED is critical to the program, and. can be obtained only by
investments in research and monitoring. This is what adaptive management entails. The costs will be substantial;
therefore, it is important to take advantage of and collaborate with existing work.

CM-B-12

Science plays a critical role in the CALFED Program. Given the scope of the ecosystem restoration, water quality,
levee system integrity, water management, watershed, and other programs, it is obvious that CALFED is in large
part, a science program. The information obtained through the science process is only as good as the questions
being asked; the science process follows to address the questions. The science that resides within the different
CALFED programs needs to be addressed in a coherent, integrative, and consistent fashion. The chief scientist
would fill this need. The process for appointing a chief scientist still needs to be addressed by the CALFED
Program.

CM-B-13

More work is needed to better define the CMARP’s role in the CALFED Program and to integrate the CMARP
with the Ecosystem Restoration Program and other CALFED programs. On several fronts, however, some of
that work is proceeding. For example, the Ecosystem Restoration Program and the CMARP are jointly working
on developing "white papers" to identify what we know and do not know about major ecological processes,
habitats, species, and stressors that are the focus of the Ecosystem Restoration Program. These papers will provide
guidance on the kinds of restoration actions to take within geographical areas, research to be conducted to address
uncertainties, and monitoring to assess baseline conditions and changes to the conditions as a result of restoration
actions.

The CMARP activities described in the Stage 1 document are not close matches to the Ecosystem Restoration
Program activities. They have been carefully considered by agency staff and stakeholders involved in the CMARP
effort, however, and will provide much of the important information and tools needed by the Ecosystem
Restoration Program and other CALFED programs to conduct their activities. As mentioned above, we agree
that additional work is needed to better tie the support and mainstream activities of the CMARP to those of the
Ecosystem Restoration Program, Multi-Species Conservation Strategy, and other CALFED programs; and to
better describe how CMARP science will generally mesh with the other CALFED programs.

GALFED Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment,
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CM-B-14

When applied correctly, adaptive environmental management is much more than trial and error. It is a scientific
process that results in learning from a set of actions that can then be applied to a similar set of actions. Before
engaging in an adaptive management experiment (and they are experiments), hypotheses are developed, the process
by which the hypotheses will be addressed are established, and a program of monitoring and or research is
established to test the hypotheses. In this respect, the practice of adaptive management can be used to achieve
stated goals if decision-makers make their decisions based on what they have learned from the experiment.

CM-B-15

The CALFED Program is taking specified steps to identify what types of adaptive management experiments can
be conducted at the start of Stage I and where the experiments should be conducted. A "white paper" process that
identifies what we know and do not know about major ecological processes, habitats, species, and stressors is
underway. These papers will provide guidance on the kinds of restoration actions and adaptive management
experiments to take within geographical areas. Public workshops will be held to review and discuss the white
paper results. We understand that developing and implementing adaptive management actions are not simple, nor
are they cheap. To be truly successful, adaptive management requires a commitment from decision makers to
make use of the information learned from the experiments when making subsequent decisions.

CM-B-16

About $19 million dollars is spent annually on biological, water quality, and hydrologic monitoring programs
within the Bay-Delta watershed. Of this amount, about $6.5 million is spent annually on biological, water quality,
and hydrologic monitoring activities in the northern portion of the Sacramento River (above Sacramento) and
its tributaries.

Part C. Water Quality

CM-4.3-1

The frequency and magnitudes of previous pesticide detections are included as parameters in the design of a
pesticide sampling program.

CM-4.3-2

This section recognizes and considers pesticides as a significant environmental contaminant.

!
Information Gathering and Organization

CM-5.4-3

CALFED agrees that activities related to database management and development will be coordinated with
appropriate entities, including entities like the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, that have developed
their own databases for monitoring and research specific tasks.

CALFED Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment,
and Research Program CM-4 Response to Comments, Volume II
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ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROGRAM PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

General Responses

We will minimize the need to convert farmland. The economic impacts of land conversion are addressed at the
programmatic level ha the main body of the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report (EIS/EIR). Project-specific analysis will be conducted ha project-level environmental documents.

ERP 0-2

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED Program) is committed to the basic concept that beneficiaries should
share ha the costs of environmental restoration. Through the use of cross-cut budgeting, funds from fishing
licences, commercial permits, and taxes on boat fuels can be directed toward implementation of Ecosystem
Restoration Program (ERP) projects.

ERP 0-3

The ERP has funded, and will continue to support, innovative strategies to restore the Bay-Delta ecosystem. The
ERP will also fund research and monitoring to discover and evaluate new strategies.

Where public and private programs outside CALFED advance the goals or targets of the ERP, the programs will
be counted and attributed toward ecosystem restoration. It is not possible for us to rely on a willing-seller program
and be able to detail locations, acreage, and land use ha a programmatic document. These specifics will be provided
in project-specific documentation in later stages of the Program. Where we find it possible to replicate natural
processes, we will need to include all affected land or limit the degree to which we pursue that particular process.

ERP 0-5

The CALFED Program is composed of many elements. Together, they are intended to provide benefits for all
of California. The ERP is the element that calls for habitat restoration and species recovery.

ERP 0-6

This response has been consolidated with response ERP 0-5. Please refer to that response for the answer to your
comment.
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ERP 0-7

We appreciate the effort of the NCWA to develop an inventory of existing habitat protection in the Sacramento
Valley. This report will aid in our commitment to coordinate restoration programs in the Central Valley.

ERP

We agree and will employ urban restoration where appropriate.

ERP

Where appropriate, CALFED or CALFED managing agencies will provide for in-lieu taxes.

ERP 0-10

We anticipate that funds to implement the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan (ERPP) will be derived from both
public and user sources. The exact allocation of responsibility has not been accomplished.

ERP 0-11

This comment is a true but incomplete description of the support for ecosystem restoration. Proposition 204, the
major source of funds for implementation of the ERPP, was passed overwhelmingly by a vote of the people of
California.

ERP 0-13

We recognize this concern. Our Multi-Species Conservation Strategy (MSCS) includes a model "Good Neighbor¯
Policy."

ERP 0-14

We agree.

ERP 0-15

We agree, but not all public land is suitable. Some site-specific or species-specific habitat will need to be¯
accomplished on private land acquired from willing sellers.

ERP 0-16

This issue is analyzed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR and will be dealt with on a case-by-case basis in project-specific
environmental documents.

ERP 0-17

Those water quality issues related specifically to the restoration of ecosystem health will be funded as an element
of the ERP.
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ERP 0-18

If the California Urban Water Agency’s assumption is correct, it could cause CALFED to select a different
conveyance alternative or to relocate its areas of habitat restoration.

ERP 0-19

The Preferred Program Alternative maintains a Delta common pool.

ERP 0-20

Proposition 204 requires an annual report by the Secretary for Resources. CALFED will assist the Secretary in
preparing that report. We do not agree that Proposition 204 contains an implicit requirement for impact analysis
of the ERPP. However, we accept responsibility for a programmatic analysis and subsequent project analysis under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

ERP 0-21

The ERPP describes CALFED’s program to restore ecological health to the Bay-Delta ecosystem. The ERPP is
a program plan and not an impact analysis document. Please also see response IA-7.14-1.2.

ERP 0-22

We do acknowledge that public "ecosystem dollars" do provide private benefits in terms of reduced regulatory
constraints. We expect water users to contribute more "ecosystem dollars" in the future.

ERP 0-23

The State Water Resources ControiBoard (SWRCB) regulates the amount of Deka export. Neither CALFED nor
its agencies can arbitrarily increase exports. The ERPP assumes no increase in exports without evidence of at-risk
species recovery.

ERP 0-24

We agree.

ERP 0-25

Any funding for the CALFED programs derived from users will be based on the concept that beneficiaries will
be identified and assessed.

ERP 0-26

We concur.
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ERP 0-27

The MSCS is intended to provide the assurances suggested.

ERP 0-28

CALFED has commissioned a team of independent scientists to further evaluate the function of the entrapment
zone and the changes in ks location and volume that would best improve estuary production. Although the
Preferred Program Alternative might cause some slight eastward shift under drought conditions, the ERP will
increase the area of the zone by increasing tidal wetlands in Suisun Bay.

~2d) 0-29

We concur.

ERP 0-30

We started the proposed study in 1998.

ERP 0-31

The MSCS (Chapter 7) discusses the types of assurances that will be considered by the fish and wildlife agencies
at the time of the Record of Decision (ROD) and notice of determination.

ERP 0-32

The ERPP will increase flows into the Delta, and the EWA will manage and reduce the effects of diversions.

EKP 0-33

The Water Quality Program will be investigating limited land retirement as a partial solution to agricukural
drainage problems in the San Joaquin Valley. Who will pay for the retirement will be determined by an analysis
of who benefits.

ERP 0-34

In April 1999, 226 proposals were received, including 42 under the watershed topic area. From the June 1999
funding recommendations, two projects in the watershed category were approved for funding. Subsequently, based
on direction from the Policy Group, additional watershed projects from the 1999 solicitation have been identified.
Watershed projects have also been recommended for FY 2000 funding. Should both of those recommendations
be approved, 12 additional proposals from the watershed category will receive funding through FY 2000.

ERP 0-35

Since 1997, the CALFED Program has selected ecosystem restoration projects through a widely publicized
proposal solicitation process. The opportunity to apply for ecosystem restoration funding has been publicized
through direct mail notifications, advertising in the State Contracts Register, and posting on the Program’s web
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site. The project selection process includes two levels for public review and input at the publicly noticed meetings
of the Ecosystem Rotmdtable and the Bay-Delta Advisory Council (BDAC).

The CALFED Program has awarded ecosystem restoration grants to projects that meet several minimum
requirements. Ecosystem restoration projects selected for ecosystem restoration grant funds are required
to comply with all applicable laws and regulations, including the National Environmental Policy Act
(N’EPA) and CEQA and local permit requirements. All fianded proposals are consistent with the ERP and
the Strategic Plan for Ecosystem Restoration (Strategic Plan) objectives and they specify which ERP
objectives arid targets the proposal will meet. All funded proposals are consistent with each £ternative
considered in the Programmatic EIS/EIR and thus have not prejudiced the ultimate decision on the long-
term CALFED Program. Further, funded proposals involving land acquisition have involved only willing
sellers.

CALFED disagrees with the commentor that all of the projects listed in Attachment C to the comment letter
involve significant adverse environmental impacts. Many of the projects do not include conversion of agricultural
land to nonagricultural use, but rather provide that the farming activities would continue on those properties
involved in a manner that is compatible with wildlife needs. As of May 1999, only 7% of the project and 13% of
the total acreage affected by the ERP have resulted in land use conversions. Of the more than 20,000 acres of
agricultural lands affected by the ERP, 68% have been maintained to some degree in agricultural use--either farmed
or grazed.

In addition, the commentor appears to use the term "cumulative impacts" to mean the long-term Program-wide
impacts, including impacts from ERP projects, on agricultural land uses. These Program-wide impacts on
agricultural land uses are assessed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR for the 30-year or more term of the Program.
Please see Chapter 4 and Section 7.1 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR. In addition, cumulative impacts of the
CALFED Program and other related projects anticipated to result in similar environmental impacts on the same
resources are considered in Chapter 3 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR and in Attachment A to the Programmatic
EIS/EIR. Further, the programmatic impacts associated with the array of Category EI projects are discussed in
the Programmatic EIS/EIR, in that each of the projects is within the scope of the ERP. Please see response [P 4.3-1.

ERP 0-36

Ecosystem restoration projects involving acquisition and/or restoration of agricultural lands have been approved
contingent on completion of the level of environmental review required by law. Where ecosystem restoration
projects result in significant impacts to agricukure, appropriate mitigation would occur through project-specific
environmental review. All funded proposals are consistent with each of the alternatives considered in the
Programmatic EIS/EIR and, thus, they will not prejudice the ultimate decision on the long-term CALFED
process.

Mitigation strategies for adverse impacts on agriculture are identified in the Programmatic EIS/EIR in Sections 7.1,
7.2, and 7.3. When projects implementing the Program are proposed at the site-specific, second-tier level,
mitigation measures will be required that are consistent with the mitigation strategies and that are tailored to the
specific project and its location. Please see Chapter 9 and response [P 4.0-2 for a description of the Mitigation
Monitoring Plan. However, k is likely that even with mitigation measures, the Program will result in significant
unavoidable impacts on agricukure. This impact is discussed in Sections 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3.

Please also see responses to comments ERP 0-35 and 1P-4.3-1 (in the Implementation Plan Responses to
Comments).
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ERP 0-37

Please see responses IP 4.3-1; ERP 0-35; and ERP 0-36 regarding environmental documentation for ecosystem
restoration projects. All land acquisitions under the CALFED Program to date have occurred solely as part of early
implementation of non-flow-related ecosystem restoration activities. The CALFED Program has funded these
acquisitions with ecosystem restoration grant funds, as specified in the 1994 Bay-Delta Accord and in California
Proposition 204. Public disclosure of ecosystem restoration land acquisition projects has occurred in several ways:
through publicky about the EtLP projects by CALFED and by grant recipients; through disclosure occurring at
publicly noticed Ecosystem Roundtable and BDAC meetings; and through the mandatory condition of funding
that all projects include a plan for public outreach and local involvement, including notification of adjacent
property owners.

ERP 0-38

Proposals for the 1999 solicitation were reviewed first by a panel of scientists with watershed expertise and also
by an Integration Panel whose role was to develop a package of recommended projects across topic areas.
Technical reviewers rely on information in the proposal, current project status, and best professional judgement
in reviewing project proposals. For FY 2000, in an additional decision round for the 1999 proposals, Cottonwood
Creek has been recommended for funding. The Interim Science Panel supported continued work in this
watershed.

ERP 0-39

Comment noted. Each project is required to develop environmental documents and obtain necessary permits as
a part of each proposal.

ERP 0-40

We concur. The ERPP and the Water Quality Program are designed to reverse the decline.

ERP 0-41

Unfortunately, appropriations to state agency budgets have not matched the need of those agencies to reimburse¯
counties. CALFED will budget for local taxes as part of the original project cost to avoid this problem.

ERP 0-42

Studies are underway to determine whether the reestablishment of habitat in the Delta will degrade drinking water
quality. If the studies indicate a negative effect, appropriate mitigation will be implemented.

ERP 0-43

The ERP geographic scope does not include areas outside the Central Valley that are served by the State Water
Project (SWP) or Central Valley Project (CVP).

!
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ERP 0-44

Recovery plans are being prepared, and their recommendations are incorporated into the ERPP.

ERP 0-45

We share this objective; however, the authority to assign responsibility for Delta outflow is vested wkh the
SWRCB.

ERP 0-46

Implementation of the ERPP is estimated to cost from $1.5 to $2 billion over 30 years.

ERP 0-47

The EtLPP does not affect water project operations. The EWA will be integrated into future considerations for
water project operations.

ERP 0-48

The goal of the ERP is to rehabilitate the Delta foodweb in order to utilize organic carbon in the Delta food chain.
If specific situations are identified where there is a conflict between the ERP and drinking water quality, a decision
will be made by CALFED policy makers concerning the appropriate mitigation.

ERP 0-49

Any new or additional diversion will be subject to the requirements of the SWRCB and CEQA.

ERP 0-50

The ERPP and the MSCS provide the goals for recovery and sustainability.

ERP 0-51

The Suisun Marsh Preservation Act is law. The ERP provides specific actions to improve the ecological health of
the marsh.

ERP 0-52

The standards for the entrapment zone or X2 are set by the SWRCB. Only the Board can change them.

ERP 0-53

All alternatives include the ERPP.
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ERP 0-54

The presence of Lake Oroville cuts off the Upper Feather River from the Delta.

ERP 0-55

A fundamental conceptual model in the ERPP is the reestablishment of habitat in the Bay-Delta ecosystem. While
there are differences of opinion among experts as to where, how, or how much habitat should be established, there
is no disagreement as to the dependency of species on habitat.

ERP 0-56

We have responded to the comments of Save the Bay separately.

ERP 0-57

We will consult with the California Department of Transportation (CalTrans) to avoid impacts.

ERP 0-58

Time value or seasonal value is a basic assumption of the ERP. In our environmental water program, we will be
testing this assumption.

ERP 0-59

The ecosystem component of the Water Quality Program identifies problems associated with degraded
environmental water quality and proposes the means for restoration.

In Phase III of the CALFED Program, environmental water quality will be managed as an element of the ERP.

ERP 0-60

We concur. The evaluation is underway. We anticipate the use of dredged material in the Delta and elsewhere.

ERP 0-61

Assurances that the ERP will be implemented are tied to the MSCS and the ESA permits needed to implement
elements of the CALFED Program.

ERP 0-62

We concur. That coordination and integration will occur in Phase 1TI of the CALFED Program.

ERP 0-63

The ERP was developed as a plan to restore ecological health. It was not predicated on any particular level of
funding.
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I ERP 0-64

i We concur. The MSCS discusses this issue.

ERP 0-65

I CALFED considers clear dredge material from San Francisco Bay to be a significant potential source of material
for ecosystem restoration and levee repair in the Delta. We have funded studies by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board to determine the suitability of using this material in the Delta. If found suitable, we will further

I analyze the costs.

i ERP 0-66

CALFED has continued to refine its assurances package. The final assurances will most likely be included in the

i ROD.

ERP 0-67

I Funding for the ERP will be through state general obligation bonds (Proposition 204), federal appropriations (the
Bay-Delta Act), user fees, and existing agency budgets.

I ERP 0-68

We have been consulting with that program for several years.

ERP 0-69

Your position is correct. The SWRCB establishes water rights and water quality standards. CALFED incorporated
SWRCB water rights and water quality standards into the assumptions used in modeling the water system, as
described in Section 5.1 and Attachment A in the Programmatic EIS/EIR.

.ERP 0-70

Agricultural water use efficiency is discussed in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, and toxic runoff is
discussed in the Water Quality Program Plan.

I ERP 0-71

As a matter of policy, CALFED will not retire agricultural land to conserve water. We may retire land as a partial
solution to toxic drainage problems.

ERP 0-72

The ERP is designed to restore ecosystem health. The reduction of conflict could result in continued export of

i water.
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ERP 0-73

The ERPP sets out a vision and programmatic prescription for the restoration or rehabilitation of ecosystem health
of the Bay-Delta ecosystem. Any program or project that advances the goals or objectives of the ERP will be
credited or counted as achieving part of all of a particular objective. This does not, however, include projects or
programs that mitigate new impacts to the ecosystem. The ERP tries to establish a new higher baseline of
ecosystem health. Mitigation is an effort to maintain the existing baseline.

ERP 0-74

Where goals, objectives, and targets overlap, the ERP has incorporated the plans of other major restoration
programs working within the ERP geographic area. In many cases, other programs are more focused
geographically or focused on a particular species or habitat. The ERP is intended to focus on the ecological health
of the Bay-Delta.

ERP 0-75

The ERP identifies the need to restore 29,000 to 29,500 acres of seasonally managed wetlands. We do not consider     ~1
these to be "engineered civil works" but rather natural habitat which once, prior to their conversion to irrigated
agriculture, amounted to millions of acres. Because we are working at the programmatic level and not the site-
specific project level, we do not know the details of specific management of the proposed wetlands.                I

ERP 0-76

The goals and targets of the Senate Bill (SB) 1086 program have been iaacorporated into the ERP. Where the      I
Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) has been authorized to address specific issues that relate to the
ERP objectives, the CVPIA has been incorporated into the ERP. The ERP targets are not additive. The National     ~ll
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has not yet prepared recovery plans for steelhead trout or spring-run chinook
salmon. Therefore, we do not know if the ERP actions directed at these species are adequate to serve as the
recovery plans. The winter-run chinook salmon recovery plan was incorporated into the ERP for the splittail; the      ~l
ERP includes all actions proposed in the Delta Native Fishes Recovery Plan.

ERP 0-77

Our priorities are being developed by the Interim Science Board, the ERP Focus Group, and the Policy Group.
We intend to continue our screening efforts.

ERP 0-78
I

The ERP is a plan based on ecosystem recovery. It focuses on restoration or rehabilitation of ecosystem processesI
and functions. The MSCS looks at individual species and specific actions needed for their recovery. Integration
of the two approaches will occur through implementation. Implementation will follow the basic ERP approach,
but recovery of listed species will always be a priority.

ERP 0-79

The ERP is designed to restore ecological health. This new baseline will be maintained through mitigation of any
new facilities.
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ERP 0-80

We will prepare site- or project-specific environmental documentation for each of the projects you cite as
potentially significant.

ERP 0-81

The Natural Heritage Institute (NH1) comments on the 1997 review draft of the ERPP were used to refine the
draft sent out for formal review in 1999. NHI repeated many of its specific comments in its comment letter on
the June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR. Responses to these comments are identified as letter 1199 and are
located throughout the response to comment document. The three appendices attached to the 1997 letter were
reviewed by CALFED staff and were used to refine the June 1999 Draft ERPP and to focus the current ongoing
work effort.

ERP 0-82

We concur. We will include the fry stages of salmonids as part of our monitoring program.

ERP 0-83

The ERPP and the EWA will not replace authorities granted by the federal or state ESAs.

ERP 0-84

The EWA is part of the long-term solution.

ERP 0-85

We concur. Please refer to the Water Quality Program Plan for specifics.

ERP 0-88

We concur. Ocean conditions may play a significant role in the growth and survival of anadromous species.
Adverse or beneficial conditions may dictate the degree to which we achieve our goals.

ERP 0.1-1

We do not know the net overall impact of the ERP on the usable amount of water entering the Delta from its
tributary streams. The experts disagree, and very little research exists to utilize in modeling. We do know that
riparian habitats and wetlands generally use more water than typical agricultural crops. The use of water in a tidal
wetland is very complicated, but it probably does result in more evaporation and transportation than for a typical
Delta agricultural crop.

On the other hand, the ERP will be augmenting in-stream flows by about 400,000 acre-feet in an average year.
Through its meander projects, setback levees along streams, and development of bypasses and floodplains, the ERP
will attenuate floodflows. By spreading out floodflows over a somewhat longer period of time, the Delta could
remain out of balance longer and more unstored water could be available for diversion or use in the Deka.
Virtually all of the ERP riparian, floodplain, and wetland habitat will increase groundwater supplies through
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recharge. In the Delta and Suisun Bay, National Wildlife Refuge’s (NWR) preliminary modeling suggests that the
ERP could contribute to increased water supplies or water quality in two ways. First, strategically developed
shallow-water habitat and islands in areas like Frank’s Tract and Big Break can reduce tidal excursions into the
Delta and can result in a reduced need to release stored fresh water to repel salt water. Second, the preliminary
modeling and experience associated with the 1997 levee failures in the Suisun Marsh indicate that strategic
breeching of levees in the Suisun Bay area can broaden the tidal prism and reduce the amount of stored fresh water
needed to repel salt water and maintain Delta water quality standards.

All of these factors will need to be considered, modeled, and evaluated before any meaningful net balance of water
use by the ERP can be documented.

ERP 0.2-1

Habitat enhancement and restoration are essential elements of both the ERP and MSCS. The diversity and quality
of habkats in the Bay-Deka watershed are critical to maintaining and recovering threatened and endangered
species. These habitats are created and maintained by a variety of ecological processes, including streamflow,
channel migration and meander, and Delta hydraulics.

CALFED is addressing numerous public comments directed at the habitat acreages presented in both the ERP and
MSCS. One of the difficulties reviewers have encountered is due to the fact that the ERP and MSCS habitat
designations differ in definition, and the MSCS includes habitats not addressed in the ERPP. The habitat
recommendations, nonetheless, are intended to complement one another.

The primary purpose of this response is to clarify the recommended target acreages in the ERPP and MSCS.

The following sections discuss the various habitats recommended for enhancement or restoration during the 30-
year implementation phase of the ERP. Generally, recommendations fall into one of two classes: enhance or
restore.

¯ Enhanced habitat indicates that existing habitat is improved without acquisition of additional acreage.
Willing landowners may benefit by enhancing existing habitat through conservation easements. Existing
land uses may be altered but do not change significantly under enhancement.

¯ Restored habitat indicates that additional land is acquired from willing sellers through direct purchase or
conservation easement and converted to the appropriate habitat. Existing land uses change under
restoration.

Each habitat type is discussed, including its linkage with the habitat recommendations from the MSCS. In some
instances, the ERP and MSCS recommendations differ and an explanation of the difference is presented.

There is virtually no certainty that the ERP habitat recommendations will be fully implemented during the 30-year
implementation phase. The adaptive management process and the degree to which initial restoration efforts
succeed or fail to reach ecological targets for species recovery will drive the magnitude of implementation. The
ERP fully acknowledges the scientific uncertainty related to habitat management and restoration and, therefore,
must rely on the scientific method and adaptive management to refine the course of restoration beyond the first
7 years of implementation.

!
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I Habitat Discussions

i Tidal Perennial Aquatic Habitat. Tidal perennial aquatic habitat consists of the estuary’s edge waters, mudflats,
and other transitional areas between open-water habitats and wetlands. Similar habitats are defined by the San
Francisco Bay Area Ecosystem Wetlands Goals Project (1999) as dements of tidal baylands that include mudflats,

i sandflats, and shellflats. It also includes marine and estuarine subtidal areas that are less than 2 meters deep at low
water and shallow, tidally influenced riverine areas.

I The ERP recommends restoring 7,000 acres of tidal perennial aquatic habitat in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
Ecological Management Zone and 1,500 acres ha the Suisun Marsh/North San Francisco Bay Ecological
Management Zone.

I The 8,500 acres of tidal perennial aquatic habitat in the ERPP is consistent with acres reported in the MSCS.

i Nontidal Perennial Aquatic Habitat. Nontidal perennial aquatic habitat used here includes permanent open
water that is not subject to tidal influence. Nomidal perennial aquatic habitats include oxbow lakes, drainage divide
ponds, agricultural drains, small farm ponds, industrial ponds, and ponds managed for waterfowl. This habitat is
similar to the San Francisco Bay Area Ecosystem Wetlands Goals Project description of diked marsh, salt pond,

I and storage/treatment pond.

i The ERP recommends restoring 4,200 acres of nontidal perennial aquatic habitat: 2,600 acres of nontidal perennial
aquatic habitat in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone and 1,600 acres in the Suisun
Marsh/North San Francisco Bay Ecological Management Zone.

I The total of 4,200 acres reported in the ERPP is greater than the 1,600 acres of lacustrine habitat reported inthe
MSCS. The MSCS reports the 2,600 acres of ERP nontidal perennial aquatic habitat in thd Delta as a component

i of the MSCS nontidal freshwater permanent emergent habitat.

Saline Emergent Wetland Habitat. Saline emergent wetland habitat includes the portions of San Francisco, San

I Pablo, and Suisun Bays and the Delta that support emergent wetland plant species that are tolerant of saline or
brackish conditions.

i The ERP recommends restoring 7,500 to 12,000 acres of additional habitat and enhancing 6,200 acres of existing
saline emergent wetland habitats in the Suisun Marsh/North San Francisco Bay Ecological Management Zone.

I The 7,500 to 12,000 acres of saline emergent wetland habitat proposed for restoration and the 6,200 acres proposed
for enhancement in the ERPP are consistent with the acreages presented in the MSCS.

i Fresh Emergent Wetland Habitat (Tidal). Fresh emergent wetlands include all tidally influenced freshwater areas
in the inter-tidal zones of the Delta that support emergent wetland plant species that are not tolerant of brackish
water conditions. Areas that support fresh emergent wetland habitat include portions of Delta sloughs, midchannel

i islands, and other vegetated shallow-water areas.

The ERP recommends restoring 30,000 to 45,000 acres of fresh emergent wetland habitat in the Sacramento-San

i Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone.

The MSCS reports 30,200 to 45,800 acres of tidal fresh emergent habitat. The MSCS calculation includes the ERP

i midchannel island habitat (200 to 800 acres) under the MSCS tidal fresh emergent category.
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Fresh Emergent Wetland Habitat (Nontidal). Nontidal fresh emergent wetland habitat includes permanent
natural and managed freshwater marshes and wetlands. The ERP recommends restoring 17,000 acres of nontidal
fresh emergent wetland habitat in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone.

The MSCS recommends restoring 19,600 acres of nontidal freshwater permanent emergent habitat. The difference
is that the MSCS includes the 2,600 acres of ERP nontidal perennial aquatic habitat in the MSCS category of
nontidal freshwater permanent emergent habitat.

Midchannel Islands and Shoals. Midchannel islands and shoals are unique types of remnant tidal perennial¯
aquatic and fresh emergent habitat present in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.

The ERP recommends restoring 200 to 800 acres of midchannel islands and 500 acres of shoal habitat throughout     ¯
the Delta.

The acreage reported for midchannel islands in the ERPP is consistent with the acreage reported in the MSCS,     ~
which is reported under the MSCS tidal fresh emergent habitat category.

* The MSCS has been revised to include 500 acres of MSCS lacustrine (ERP shoal) habitat throughout the¯
Delta.

Seasonal Wetlands. Seasonal wetlands include natural and managed wetland areas. Seasonal wetlands are¯
comprised of vernal pools, wet meadows or pastures, lands intentionally flooded on a seasonal basis, state and
federal refuges, privately owned waterfowl hunting clubs, private environmental refuge lands, and seasonally
flooded areas within a stream course or its floodplain. (Vernal pools are a special type of seasonal wetland discussed¯
following this section on seasonal wetlands.)

The ERP recommends enhancing 308,125 acres of existing seasonal wetlands and restoring 29,000 to 29,500 acres.
(This is a correction of the acreage reported in the June 1999 ERPP.) These acreages include the categories shown
in the table that follows.

ECOLOGICAL ACRES FOR ACRES FOR
MANAGEMENT ZONE ENHANCEMENT RESTORATION

Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 4,000 28,000

Suisun Marsh/North San Francisco Bay 58,000 1,000-1,500

Butte Basin 36,150 None

American River Basin 5,150 None

San Joaquin River 172,800 None

Feather River/Sutter Basin 3,590 None

Colusa Basin 28,435 None

Seasonal wetland total 308,125 29,000-29,500

¯ The corrected acreage reported in the ERPP for seasonal wetland restoration is the same as the 29,000 to
29,500 acres of managed seasonal wetlands reported in the MSCS.
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I ¯ The 308,125 acres of enhanced seasonal wetlands reported in the ERPP is the same as the acreage reported
in the MSCS.

I Vernal Pools. Vernal pools are natural seasonal wetlands with natural hydrologic conditions that are dominated
by herbaceous vegetation and annual pond surface water or maintain saturated soils at the ground surface for a

i portion of the year of sufficient duration to support facultative or obligate plant species. -

The ERP provides only one recommendation for vernal pool restoration: 100 acres in the Suisun Bay and Marsh

i Ecological Management Unit of the Suisun Marsh/North San Francisco Bay Ecological Management Zone.

The proposed action is to acquire and manage 100 acres of existing vernal pools and 500 to 1,000 acres of adjacent

i buffer area. The buffer area could include perennial or annual grassland, riparian areas, or other types of
transitional habkat associated with vernal pool complexes. The riparian and riverine aquatic habitat and perennial
grassland habitat recommendations for the Suisun Marsh/North San Francisco Bay Ecological Management Zone

i are inclusive of the 500 to 1,000 acres of buffer area for vernal pool management. The 500 to 1,000 acres of buffer
area are not additive to other acreages.

The ERP and MSCS are consistent in identifying 100 acres of vernal pools for acquisition and management.

Agricultural Lands. The EKP encourages "wildlife-friendly" agricultural practices to support existing agricultural

i productivity while contributing to overall improvements for species dependent on pastures, harvested grain fields,
and crops. Agricultural lands include farmed lands that are not seasonally flooded; however, seasonally flooding
grain fields is a wildlife-friendly agricukural practice. The MSCS uses the terms "upland cropland" and "seasonally

i flooded agricultural lands" interchangeably for what is termed in the ERPP as agricultural lands providing
"wildlife-friendly" agricultural practices. The MSCS acreages for these categories therefore should not be added
together with the ERP acreages. The acreages are the same.

I The ERP recommends developing and implementing "wildlife-friendly" agricultural practices throughout much
of the ERP focus area. The general recommendations were developed to be consistent with the North American

I Waterfowl Management Plan and the Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture. The underlying premise for these
recommendations was to implement a program with minimal effects on existing agricultural land uses.
Participating landowners would be reimbursed for potential direct loss of income to implement wildlife-friendly

I agricultural practices.

ECOLOGICAL ACRES FOR ACRES FOR

I MANAGEMENT ZONE ENHANCEMENT RESTORATION

Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 40,000-75,000 None

Colusa Basin 111,285 None

I Butte Basin 108,832 None

Amedcan River Basin 20,948 None

I San Joaquin River 15,290 None

Feather River/Sutter Basin 57,578 None

I Wildlife-friendly acres total 353,933-388,933 None

I
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The ERP and MSCS are consistent in the identification of 353,933-388,933 acres of lands to be enhanced for
"wildlife-friendly" agricultural practices. There are no restore-type measures proposed for wildlife-friendly practices
on agricultural lands.

Perennial Grassland. Perennial grasslands include upland vegetation communities dominated by native and
introduced perennial grasses and forbs, including non-irrigated and irrigated pasturelands.

The ERP recommendations for perennial grassland include restoring 4,000 to 6,000 acres in the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone and 5,000 acres in the Suisun Marsh/North San Francisco Bay
Ecological Management Zone.

The ERP and MSCS are consistent in reporting a range of 9,000 to 11,000 acres of perennial grasslands proposed¯
for restoration.

Inland Dune Scrub. Inland dune scrub includes vegetated stabilized sand dunes associated with river and estuarine     ~
systems.

The ERP recommends enhancing 50 to 100 acres of low- to moderate-quality Antioch inland dune scrub habitat¯
in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone.

The ERP and MSCS are consistent in reporting 50 to 100 acres of inland dune scrub habitat for enhancement.

Riparian and Riverine Aquatic Habitat. This broad type of habitat includes riparian and shaded riverine aquatic
habitat. Riparian vegetation is comprised of scrub, woodland, ’and forest habitats that support wildlife species.
Riparian aquatic habitat is shaded by riparian vegetation. The MSCS includes additional designations: valley
riverine aquatic, montane riverine aquatic, valley/foothill riparian, montane riparian, valley/foothill woodland
and forest, and montane woodland and forest.

Generally, the June 1999 EtLPP reported a mix of acres and miles of riparian and riverine aquatic habitats. In this
analysis, miles of riparian are converted to acres using the following assumption: unless otherwise noted in the
ERPP, riparian stream corridors are assumed to be 100 feet wide. This equates to 12.12 acres of riparian habitat
per mile of corridor for one side of a stream, or 24.24 acres per mile including a riparian corridor on each side of
the stream. Miles of riparian corridor in the Delta and Suisun Marsh reported in the ERPP have been converted
to acres using 12.12 acres per mile. All other riparian acreages are based on 24.24 acres per mile. This is deemed
sufficient for impact analysis purposes, as some riparian habitat will be present only on one side of a stream
channel and the actual width of the corridor will vary greatly from a screen of riparian vegetation in some areas
to dense riparian stands that may be 200 feet wide. Riparian acres for the Delta and Suisun Marsh were calculated
from the prescriptions in the riparian and riverine aquatic habitat targets presented in Volume 2 of the ERPP.

The ERP recommends restoring 10,551-11,789 acres of riparian corridors, as follows: 1,284-1,195 in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone; 200-300 acres in the Suisun Marsh/North San
Francisco Bay Ecological Management Zone; 3,151 acres in the Cottonwood Creek Ecological Management Zone;
484 acres in the Butte Basin Ecological Management Zone; 3,720 acres in the Eastside Delta Tributaries Ecological
Management Zone; 1,212 acres in the San Joaquin River Ecological Management Zone; and 500-1,000 acres in the
West San Joaquin Ecological Management Zone.

¯ The MSCS has been corrected to reflect these acreages for restoration.
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Summary of Total Ecosystem Restoration Program Acreages by Type of Habitat

I ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION
PROGRAM PLAN TOTAL TOTAL MULTI-SPECIES CONSERVATION STRATEGY

ENHANCE RESTORE
HABITAT TYPE (ACRES) (ACRES) HABITAT TYPE

I Tidal perennial aquatic None 8,500 8,500 acres of tidal perennial aquatic

Nontidal perennial aquatic None 4,200 2,600 acres of nontidal freshwater permanent emergent and 1,600

i acres of MSCS lacustrine habitat

Saline emergent wetland 6,200 7,500- 7,500-12,000 acres of saline emergent plus tidal slough acreages
12,000 and enhance 6,500 acres

I Fresh emergent wetland None 30,000- 30,200-45,800 acres of tidal freshwater emergent plus ERP
45,000 midchannel island acreages

Fresh emergent wetland None 17,000 19,600 acres of nontidal freshwater permanent emergent (includesI (nontidal) 17,000 acres of ERP nontidal freshwater emergent wetlands and
2,600 acres of ERP nontidal perennial aquatic)

Midchannel island None 200-800 200-800 acres reported as MSCS tidal freshwater emergent

I Shoal None 500 500 acres added to MSCS lacustrine habitat

Seasonal wetland 308,125 29,000- 29,000-29,500 acres of MSCS managed seasonal wetlands

I 29,500

Vernal pool None 100 100 acres of MSCS natural seasonal wetland

i Agricultural land (wildlife- 353,933- None 353,933-388,933 acres of MSCS seasonally flooded agriculture
friendly practices) 388,933 and upland cropland

Perennial grassland None 9,000- 9,000-11,000 acres of MSCS grassland -
11,000

I Inland dune scrub None 50-100 50-100 acres of MSCS inland dune scrub

Ripadan and dvedne aquatic None 10,551- 10,551-11,789 acres of MSCS valley/foothill dpadan and montane

I 11,789 dpadan

Stream channel meander None 18,000- MSCS includes these as acres of riparian habitat to be enhanced,
26,000 not restored

I Tidal and Delta slough None 911-1,999 Included in MSCS tidal perennial aquatic (150-330 miles of tidal or
Delta slough)

I Please note: The total acreage for riparian and riverine aquatic habitat has not previously been calculated or
reported.

I Stream Channel Meander. Please note: stream channel meander is not an ERP habitat type. It is described in the
ERPP as an ecological process. Acreages identified for stream meander are included for impact analysis purposes

I as a separate category to present the area identified for protection in the Sacramento River Conservation Area
between Red Bluff and Colusa. Stream channel meander supports the natural regeneration of riparian and riverine
aquatic habitat and other types of habitat essential to the recovery of threatened and endangered species but is not

I a type of habitat.

The long-term restoration and enhancement target for preserving and improving the stream meander corridor

I along the Sacramento River Conservation Area is to purchase in fee or through conservation easement 16,000 to
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24,000 acres; acquire 1,000 acres in the Feather River/Sutter Basin Ecological Management Zone; and acquire 1,000
acres in the East San Joaquin Ecological Management Zone.

¯ The MSCS accounts for stream meander acreages by including them in the acres of riparian habitat to be
enhanced.

Tidal and Delta Sloughs. Sloughs are natural tidal channels that connect fresh and saline emergent wetlands, other
shallow-water habitats, and rivers within the Delta or Bay. Sloughs vary in depth and width, and have gently
sloped and vegetated sides.

The ERPP recommends restoring 65-160 males of sloughs in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecological
Management Zone (395-970 acres), 50-100 miles in the Yolo Bypass (303-606 acres), and 35-70 miles of sloughs in
the Suisun Marsh/North San Francisco Bay Ecological Management Zone (213-423 acres).

¯ The ERPP has been changed from the 100-150 miles reported in the June 1999 ERPP to correct figures¯
of 65-160 miles.

In the MSCS, tidal and delta sloughs are accounted for in tidal emergent, tidal perennial aquatic, and riparian.¯
These are not additive.

Please note: The total acreage of tidal, Delta, and Yolo Basin sloughs has not been previously calculated or reported
in the ERPP. The ERPP reports tidal and Delta sloughs as miles of sloughs to be restored. To improve evaluation
of restoration of slough habitats, slough miles have been converted to acres. The single assumption for the
calculation was that average slough width was 50 feet (6.06 surface acres per mile). This width reasonably describes
the range of widths present in natural or restored sloughs, with upper branches being considerably less than 50 feet
wide and lower sections exceeding 50 feet.

Cumulative Impact. A subjective assessment of the cumulative impact of the full implementation of all
recommended habitat and stream corridor restoration measures is that agricultural lands would be moderately
affected even with the implementation of presently identified offsetting measures.

ERP 0.3-1

Unfortunately, the ERPP is very large and does not lend itself to consohdation. Volume 2 of the ERPP includes
a substantial amount of duplication because we drafted the discussion of each ecological zone to be a stand-alone
discussion. Much of what you suggest will be accomplished by revisions to the Strategic Plan.

!
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Volume I: Ecological Attributes of the San Francisco Bay-Delta Watershed

General Responses

ERP 1 0-2

We recognize the role that ocean conditions play in the life cycle of salmon. We further recognize we can do
nothing to affect ocean conditions. Predators and harvest are recognized as stressors in Volume I.

Overview

ERP I 1.0-0

The ERPP does not rely on keystone species; rather it focuses on the restoration of ecological processes and
functions.

ERP I 1.0-1

The ERP is one of eight maior program elements inte~aded to restore a balance among competing users of water.

ERP I 1.0-2

Organization of the Plan

ERP I lad

The ERPP is focused on the environmental problems of the Bay-Delta ecosystem. The plan is based on, and
expands on, the many agency programs that address various facets of the overall problem. In Volume II of the
plan, we document ongoing programs and acknowledge their progress. In Volume 111, we outline an institutional
structure that could be used to consolidate the many agency programs. We will continue to utilize existing
publically owned land where possible. Third-party, along with direct, impacts will be evaluated in site-specific
environmental documents.

Geographic Scope

ERP 1 1.4-1

Many of the CALFED agencies are actively involved in attempts to resolve problems in the Trinity River.
Coordination is occurring at the agency level.

ERP I 1.4-2

CALFED has no ecosystem restoration projects proposed for Mendocino County.
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ERP I 1.4-3

The objective of the ERP is to deal with ecological problems manifest in the Delta. We have found no biological
or physical link that would lead us to believe that resolution of problems in South or Central Bay would result
in improvements in the Deka.

ERP 1 1.4-4

The ERPP looks at 14 ecological zones that cover the Central Valley watersheds tributary to the Delta, in addition
to the Deka.

Implementation Strategy

ERP I 1.5 -1

The goals and objectives includedin the Strategic Plan go well beyond consideration of just fish. The San Francisco
Bay will be considered in the context of its contribution to the ecological health of the Delta.

Key Ecological Attributes of the San Francisco Bay-Delta Watershed

ERP 1 2.0-1

Please see common response 3.

Rationale

~ 1 2.1-1

We concur. Please note our discussion on Ecosystem Management in the Strategic Plan.

Vision for Ecosystem Elements

ERP 1 3.0-1

Please see common response 3.

Habitats

ERP 1 3.2-1

CALFED has committed to the restoration of natural habitats and restoration of ecological processes to attain a
more durable environment.

ERP 1 3.2-2

We added the phrase "and other areas of the Central Valley and its rivers."
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Priority Group I

ERe 1 3.4-1

The ERP has included the recovery plans developed under the ESAs and is integrated with the CVPIA.

Populations of Selected Species for Sustainable Commercial and Recreational Harvest

ERe 1 3.8-1

The decision to include striped bass as a species to maintain at a level suitable for sustained recreational harvest
was made at the CALFED policy level. It is consistent with the goals of the CVPIA. Management and recovery
of striped bass will be constrained by the needs of threatened or endangered species, which have the highest
priority.

Introduction

ERe 1 4.1-1

The comment suggests that ERP efforts to restore channel-forming flows are in conflict with flood control. The
scouring effect, ~he establishment of meander zones, and the reintroduction of floodplains should improve flood
management. The increased channel capacity derived from set-back levees should benefit flood management.

Central Valley Streamflows

ERP 1 4.2-1

Please see common response 3.

ERP 1 4.2-2

The ecosystem water program is intended to be a participant and beneficiary in new water developed by the
CALFED Program.

ERP 1 4.2-3

The commentor believes that "CALFED should implement a policy that in-stream uses of water are to receive
priority in all water use determinations." This policy suggestion is outside CALFED’s authority. Nekher
CALFED nor the implementation of the ERPP will be conducted as a regulatory program.

ERP 1 4.2-4

The basic premise as to how in-stream flow improvements will benefit the ecosystem is presented in Volume 1,
Section 4 in the EReP. The proposed flows are identified by stream in Volume 1I. The process we intend to follow
to reduce scientific uncertainty is described in Chapter 3 in the Strategic Plan.
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ERP I 4.2-5

The ERP is focusing on flows and flow events that form and sustain habitats. These are not the very high flows
that cause flood events or that occur at long intervals in time. Rather, we are seeking the benefits of flows that
occur on regular intervals of 3-5 years. Together with the occasional flood, the reestablishment of these more
common flow events should support ecological processes and functions.

ERP I 4.2-6

Please see common response 3.

ERP 1 4.2-8

Please see common response 3.

ERP 1 4.2-9

Please see common response 3.

ERP 1 4.2-10

The sum of the targets for streamflow improvements on each of the streams tributary to the Deka is
approximately 400,000 acre-feet annually. This water will be derived from a number of sources. In some cases, it
will be purchased from willing sellers with storage in excess of their current annual or longer term needs.
Permanent water rights will be purchased from willing sellers, or water rights will be leased for various periods
of time. Groundwater exchange programs will be developed where seasonal needs exist and a safe yield can be
developed with willing landowners or districts. Limited opportunities exist for conservation, which could augment
in-stream flows, but these opportunities will be pursued. The ERP will share in the use of new supplies developed
through off-stream and ground,water storage.

ERP 1 4.2-11

The ERPP is a program plan. It is not intended to serve as the discussion on potential impacts. Please see response¯
ERP 0.1 for a discussion of ERPP water use.

ERP 1 4.2-13

The ERP will obtain water through a variety of programs, including conservation.

ERP 1 4.2-15

We do assume that to the extent we can mimic natural flow patterns and volume, we will be able to rehabilitate¯
the ecosystem. This is an area of focused research in Phase fir of the Program.

ERP 1 4.2-16

Section 1707 of the California Water Code provides for protection of an "environmental water right."
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ERP 1 4.2-17

State law determines the beneficial uses of water and the priorities for appropriation.

ERP 1 4.2-18

This issue is presently before the SWRCB.

ERP 1 4.2-19

This issue is a major focus of the ERP science program. It will be a topic of scientific research and adaptive
management in Phase rrl of the CALFED Program.

ERP 1 4.2-20

All additional water needed to meet the ERPP target flows will be developed or acquired. The water will not be
obtained through regulatory processes, and it will be used to augment current regulatory flows. The ERP and
EWA will be managed as a single program.

ERP 1 4.2-21

Water developed or acquired for ecosystem restoration will be protected under Section 1707 of the Water Code.
Unfortunately, state law does not provide for the appropriation of water for in-stream uses. CALFED will develop
a specific program to implement its environmental water acquisition program and to coordinate with the CVPIA
program.

ERP 1 4.2-22

We have obtained the services of McBain and Trush to help us develop individual tributary stream restoration
plans.

ERP 1 4.2-23

We agree with the need for sound science. We have established a science board to help us in that area. Water will
be purchased on the open market at fair market value. We do not see the ecosystem program as having an unfair
advantage. Any future decisions on conveyance facRities will be made by the Governor and the Secretary of the
Interior with the advice of the CALFED Policy Group. South San Francisco Bay has no physical or biological link
to the ecosystem problems of the Delta.

ERP 1 4.2-24

Additional flow needs targeted in the E1LPP are estimated to be 400,000 acre-feet. All water for the ERP will be
derived from new supplies, obtained by conservation, or purchased from willing sellers.

ERP 1 4.2-25

The ERP has identified the need for approximately 400,000 acre-feet of water to augment Central Valley
streamflows. That water will be derived from a number of possible sources. These include short-term and long-
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term transfers, acquisitions of water rights, groundwater banking, and new surface storage. At the programmatic
level of analysis, we cannot adequately compare costs. Because the water needs are tied to individual streams, we
can only compare alternatives that meet the specified needs for a particular stream and, in some cases, seasonal
needs on a particular stream. As we move into Phase HI of the Program, we will assess needs and alternatives on
a case-by-case basis.

ERP 1 4.2-26

II a new entity is established by law to manage the ERP, it will hold the water rights acquired. I.f a new entity is
not established, a CALFED agency, most likely the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), will hold
the rights.

ERP 1 4.2-27

We removed the unsupported legal conclusion.

ERP 1 4.2-28

The ERP has identified the need for about 400,000 acre-feet of streamflow augmentation. That water will be
acquired from willing sellers or new supplies. The ERP has been funded through Proposition 204 and federal
appropriations. Money to buy water has been budgeted.

ERP 1 4.2-29

The authority to require storage releases for Delta outflow is vested with the SWRCB. The ERP environmental
water acquisition program is working with willing sellers and developing new supplies to augment streamflows
required under the various regulatory programs.

ERP 1 4.2-30

We have described our flow targets at the programmatic level. When we conduct project-specific analysis, we will
provide the re.quested detail.

Central Valley Stream Temperatures

ERP 1 4.3-1

CALFED does not propose to dilute Colusa Basin flows to decrease temperatures. Nor do we propose diversion
of the drain water to settling ponds. This warm water could be seasonally reused on locally grown agricultural
crops. During the higher run-off periods, temperature is not a concern.

ERP 1 4.3-2

We agree. We intend to do what we can to improve temperatures. We recognize that this may be the most difficult
aspect of steelhead trout recovery.

!
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ERP 1 4.3-3

Our temperature targets are stated for streams where the appropriate investigation has been completed. In many
cases, it will be impossible to attain appropriate temperatures below foothill dams. In these cases, we will
investigate ways to move anadromous fish above the dams to cooler headwater reaches.

ERP 1 4.3-4

A change has been made to Section 4.3 in Volume 1 of the ERPP.

ERP 1 4.3-5

If additional water is needed below Don Pedro Reservoir, it will be obtained from new supplies or willing sellers.

Coarse Sediment Supply

ERP 1 4.4-1

It is our intent to use the meander belt and floodplain elements of the ERPP to reduce flood damage. We will be
working only with landowners who are willing sellers.

ERP 1 4.4-2

We do not advocate the same approach to all coarse sediment problems. The solutions we craft will be site specific.

Stream Meander

EILP 1 4.5-1

We understand the concern that meander of Butte Creek could affect existing infrastructure. We consider this
infrastructure to be a constraint on ecosystem restoration. This is especially true of the Gary N. Brown Siphon
which we helped to fund. Through CEQA and/or NEPA, we will conduct the necessary analysis to avoid or
mitigate the impacts you are concerned about.

ERP 1 4.5-2

We have convened a team of experts to evaluate and identify the flows needed to support the meander process.
The Phase 117 evaluation will be used to condition diversions to off-stream storage.

ERP 1 4.5-3

We agree with your concern. Any project that CALFED entertains will be thoroughly analyzed by qualified
experts, disclosed in the appropriate environmental documents and will be subject to permit conditions of the
appropriate regulatory agencies. The designation of liability would likely be included in the permits.
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Natural Floodplains and Flood Processes

ERP 1 4.6-1

The Levee System Integrity Program is restricted to the Delta and Suisun Marsh. Ecosystem restoration efforts
will be closely coordinated in those areas within the CALFED Program. Levee rehabilitation along the Sacramento
and Feather Rivers falls under the scope of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps’) Comprehensive Study.
The ERP will closely coordinate with the Corps on programs outside the Delta and Suisun Marsh. Levee risk or
impact assessments will be included in site-specific environmental documents prepared for ecosystem restoration
projects.

ERP 1 4.6-2

CALFED recognizes that virtually all the proposed ERP actions along regulated rivers and designated floodways
will require permits from several agencies, including the State Reclamation Board. We will apply for the necessary
permits and will comply with imposed requirements. An analysis of increased roughness, cross section changes,
and potential debris loads will necessarily be part of the required permit application and analysis.

ERP 1 4.6-3

Increasing chamael capacky through setting back levees and increasing the numbers and size of flood bypasses are
proven means to manage floods. In any instance where CALFED might find an opportunity to restore a more
natural flood process, the preservation and enhancement of public safety and property protection will be the
paramount issue of concern. Maintenance responsibility will be established before any new levees are constructed.

ERP 1 4.6-4

Prior to undertaking any action that might increase flood concerns, CALFED will consult with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the State Reclamation Board. We will either avoid or mitigate the identified
impacts.

ERP 1 4.6-5

Any new levees will be constructed to the standards of the Corps. All setback levee proposals will be carefully
analyzed.

Bay-Delta Hydraulics

ERP 1 4.7-1

The CALFED Water Management Strategy and, in particular, the EWA focus on Delta water project flexibility
and management. We agree that there are times when taking less water will benefit the fishing and times when
fishing protection is less sensitive.

!
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Bay-Delta Aquatic Foodweb

ERP 1 4.8-1

Two comments are made, one relating to the foodweb and one regarding invasive species. The ERP proposes to
reinvigorate the foodweb process in the Delta by reducing exported nutrients through the EWA program and
operational adjustments, and by a program of habitat rehabilitation.

CALFED is preparing a specific non-indigenous species program intended to provide guidance and specific projects
for the control and management of invasive species.

Fresh Emergent Wetland

ERP 1 5.7-1

The potential to increase organic carbon in drinking water supplies is a major point of concern in CALFED’s
environmental restoration and drinking water quality programs. It is not our intent to degrade water quality. We
will avoid or mitigate impacts to drinking water.

Seasonal Wetlands

ERP 1 5.8-1

We will consult with CALTRANS to avoid potential highway maintenance problems.

Agricultural Lands

ERP 1 5.14-1

CALFED does acknowledge and support the role that small grain agriculture plays in support of waterfowl and
other wildlife. Our wildlife-friendly agriculture program is intended to expand on successful public/private
partnerships.

CALFED will work with the counties, and will document and mitigate potential impacts.

CALFED has as its first priority the use of existing public land for habitat restoration.

Chinook Salmon

ERP I 7.5-1

While we recognize that we cannot change some factors controlling salmon populations, we expect to achieve
recovery through our proposed actions.

!
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Steelhead Trout

ERP 1 7.6-1

The ERP acknowledges and accepts the difficulties of steelhead trout restoration. We are exploring every option
available to provide access to headwater reaches of Sacramento and San Joaquin Valley streams.

ERP 1 7.6-2

Steelhead trout are a specific target species for the ERP and the MSCS. We fully accept the need to recover wild
steelhead trout and we recognize the difficulty of doing so. Please refer to Volume 2 of the ERP for specific actions
and targets for steelhead trout.

At-Risk Native Species (Priority Group II)

ERP 1 8.0-1

Recoverycomplete the plans plans, have not been developed for all listed species. The fish and wildlife agencies are working to

Suisun Song Sparrow

ERP 1 8.5-1

The San Pablo Bay song sparrow has been added.

Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse

ERP 1 8.7-1

We concur.

Native Resident Fish Species

ERP I 10.1-1

We have made the addition.

Waterfowl

ERP I 10.4-1¯
We have made the addition.
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Striped Bass

ERP 1 11.1-1

The ERPP sets the same population goal established by policy of DFG. Our public health objective is to remove
the body burden of toxicants and obviate the need for public health warnings.

ERP I 11.1-2

ERPP striped as an important harvested, species. Maintenance of striped bass willThe identifies bass introduced
not be given priority over native species. Striped bass will be managed under the existing biological opinion issued
by NMFS for winter-run chinook salmon.

ERP I 11.1-3

The ERP focuses on restoration of species through habitat and ecological processes. We do not advocate hatcheries.
Striped bass are targeted as an important harvested species.

Visions for Reducing or Eliminating Stressors

ERP I 12.0-1

lnvasive species and harvest are identified as stressors ha Volume 1 of the ERPP.

ERP I 12.0-2

Please refer to Volume 1 of the EtLPP where we discuss introduced species and harvest as stressors on the
population.

Water Diversions

ERP 1 12.2-1

Diversions are a major stressor addressed by the ERPP. Screening and operational changes will be used to reduce
the impacts of the two major diversions in the Deka.

ERP 1 12.2-2

The screening of problem diversions and the provision of fish passage to upstream habitats are very important
priorities in the ERPP. Please also see response ERP ~r 4.2-1.

ERP I 12.2-3

Water diversions in the Bay-Delta watershed directly and indirectly affect fish, aquatic organisms, salinity,
sediments, streamflow, habitat, foodweb productivity, and species abundance and distribution.
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I
ERP I 12.2-4 I

CALFED has experienced substantial success working with diverters to cooperatively remove and replace
Idamaging diversions. The diverters consider this cooperative program to be a benefit they derive from the ERP,

not a threat.

ERP I 12.2-5     I

All fish screens will be custom designed and monitored for effectiveness.                                         I

ERP I 12.2-6

We will. I

ERP I 12.2-7
I

The major state and federal diversions are identified as substantial stressors on Delta-dependent fishes. CALFED
proposes to screen those diversions and to modify their operation in order to reduce impacts.

I
Dams and Other Structures

112.3-1 I

Please see common response 3.
I

ERP I 12.3-2

Please see common response 3.                                                                              I

We agree. We have established a program to evaluate the feasibility of removing dams or the provision of
alternative access to upstream areas.                                                                          I

~ I 12.3-4

Please see common response 3.                                                                              I

ERP I 12.6-1

The ERPP does identify gravel mining in levee stream channels as an ecosystem stressor. Although regulated, thisI
extraction does remove coarse sediment from the ecosystem. This coarse sediment is an essential building block
of habitats.

I

I
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Invasive Aquatic Plants

ERP I 12.7-1

The EtLPP identifies invasive species as a stressor and is developing a focused program to manage these problems.

Invasive Aquatic Organisms

ERP I 12.8-1

Please see response ERP 14.8-1.

ERP 1 12.8-2

Excessive predation is a factor evaluated under the invasive species stressor in’ Volume 1 of the ERPP.
Temperatures are also identified as a stressor.

Predation and Competition

ERP I 12.12-1

Seals and sea lions do appear to be increasing in numbers, and they may be an important predator of salmon.
Society has placed protections on these animals, and their numbers cannot be controlled artificially.

Contaminants

ERP I 12.13-1

We agree with both points raised. We intend to fund studies in order to define cause and effect. We will not use
a regulatory approach to solve identified problems.

Fish and Wildlife Harvest

ERP I 12.14-1

The efforts of harvest as a stress on sahnon populations is discussed in Chapter 12, Section 14 in Volume 1 of the
ERPPo

ERP I 12.14-2

We acknowledge the role that adverse ocean conditions play in the life history of salmon. Commercial salmon
fisheries are highly regulated, and those regulations are adjusted annually. CALFED agencies will provide their
input into that regulation-setting process with a goal of assisting in achieving CALFED’s objectives.

!
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Artificial Fish Propagation

ERP I 12.15-1

The ERPP does not rely on hatchery production to meet its goals.

ERP I 12.15-2

CALFED will conduct a comprehensive review of hatchery practices.
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Volume !I: Ecological Management Zone Visions

General Responses

ERP II o.1

Where CALFED has proposed specific habitat.restoration targets, those targets are identified as necessary to
achieve ecological health. If those are partially or completely implemented by other thantargets programs
CALFED, they will satis{y the CALFED objective. Where a local habitat conservation plan achieves restoration
beyond that required for mitigation and actually improves the ecological health baseline above current levels, it
will be counted toward the CALFED and objectives.asprogress targets

ERP II 0-2

Volume 2 of the ERPP discusses the examples you cite where the aggregate industry is helping to restore
environmental values.

ERP II 0.3

In Volume 2 of the ERPP, identify streamflowfor all of the rivers and streams tributary to the Delta.we targets
Our estimate is that approximately 400,000 acre-feet of water will be required to achieve these targets. We further
state that the water will be obtained from wiring sellers .or from conservation or new developed sources.

ERP II 0-4

The ERPP and actions are programmatic. The degree of scientific uncertainty is identified. The actions andtargets
targets are subject to revision.

ERP II0-5

The targets and actions are programmatic and subject to change.

ERP II 0-6

CALFED National Institute’s (NI-U’s) input regarding the need to expand the E1LPappreciates Heritage targets.
NHI’s October 1998 report, An Environmentally Optimal Alternative for the Bay-Delta, provided CALFED and
others with important input to the process and will be considered carefully during site-specific planning. The

currently in the ERPP be justified. However, CALFED also thattargets biologically recognizesCan once
implementation begins, adaptive management may guide us to modifT those targets. If the targets are expanded,
the impacts of that expansion will require supplemental environmental documentation. CALFED also appreciates
NHI’s recommendation to develop of incentives that makes it attractive to landownersinitiatea program to

restoration programs. We expect that this tool will be used effectively to implement the ERPP.
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I
ER!~H 0-7 I

The targets and actions are programmatic and subject to revision,
i

ERP H0-8

The programmatic targets are often identified as ranges and are all subject to revision in the more detailed analysisI
to be conducted in Phase HI of the Program.

ERP II 0-9 I

The ERPP does encompass the CVPIA and other restoration programs. The Land Retirement Program in the¯
CVPIA is in response to drainage problems, not ecosystem deficiencies manifest in the Delta. Where there are
different objectives between the ERPP and other restoration programs, there are often dLfferent targets.

ERP II 0-10 I

We have prepared a specific analysis of the habitat targets for the ERPP and the MSCS. Please see¯
response ERP 0.2-1.

ERP H 0-11      I
The ERP and Watershed Program involve all watersheds tributary to the Delta.

ERP II 0-12 I

The mitigation suggested would represent a substantial shift in the state’s tax-sharing policy and would require ¯
legislation. CALFED is participating in high-level policy discussions in an effort to resolve this cbncern.

ERP II 0-13
I

It may not be possible for us to provide for adequate flow and temperature needed to sustain natural spawning
steel.head trout in the foothill regions of Central Valley streams below the major dams. An essential element in¯
the recovery of steelhead trout is access to headwater reaches of the streams. We intend to evaluate all feasible
means to provide access to these headwater reaches.

ERP II 0-14 I

Please refer to the Stage 1 actions proposed in the Strategic Plan. The adaptive management process calls for¯
continuous monitoring, evaluation of conceptual models, and analysis of alternatives.

ERP II 0-15
I

The Watershed Program has always been focused on planning and local facilitation. The ERP is focused on
restoration of habitats. ¯

I
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ERP II 0-16

The ERP has not been adopted as a recovery plan by the fish and wildlife agencies. The intent or goal of the ERP
is to achieve restoration of sustained, high levels of populations of species currently in danger. Our goals are
beyond the level needed for de-listing under the ESA.

ERP II 0-17

The Phase II Report is a summary document and does not lend itself to the detailed specifics in the ERPP. The
commitments to goals, objectives, and targets relative to ecosystem restoration are contained in the ERPP.

Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan

ERP II 1.0-1

The introduction to Volume 1~ describes the scientific process we intend to follow. Later in Volume II, you will
note our proposals for over 600 actions.

Thank you for your comment.

Geographic Scope

ERP II 1.5-1

We have no scientific data that would suggest that expansion of our solution area to include all of San Francisco
Bay will help to reduce conflicts manifest in the Delta. We will continue to find projects that result in improved
quality and quantity of ecological impacts to San Francisco Bay.

Terms Used in the ERPP

ERP II 1.8-1

Where scientific uncertainty exists, our targets are followed by either one or two diamonds. We are committed
to pursue additional research and evaluation of demonstration projects for those targets with the greatest level of
uncertainty and to pursue staged implementation for targets with moderate levels of uncertainty.

Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone

ERP II 4.0-1

Proposals to restore striped bass populations are presented in Volume 2 of the ERPP in the section titled
"Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone."

ERP II 4.0-2

The NI-tI offers no suggestion as to how to improve the targets they criticize.
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ERP II 4.0-3

The major habitat changes associated with levee construction in the Delta occurred prior to 1906. We used that
date because it offered the earliest documented data point.

ERP II 4.0-4

While our use of a reference period may seem arbitrary and unscientific, using costs and opportunity as the sole
basis for setting habitat targets seems unsupportable.

Description of the Management Zone

ERP II 4.2-1

The comment suggests that the only way Delta outflow can be increased is by reducing use upstream. While this
is somewhat correct, it does not take into account the time value of water. Conserved floodflows can be redirected
to critical time periods without a net reduction in consumptive use upstream of the Deka.

ERP II 4.2-2

Third-party impacts are a universal issue of concern with water transfers. All transfers proposed will be analyzed
for third-party impacts, and appropriate mitigation will be implemented.

ERP II 4.2-3

We agree. Out intent is to provide access to historical spawning areas wherever possible. Please also see response
ERP 1114.2-1.

ERP II 4.2-4

CALFED is working with the Regional Water Quality Control Board to set the appropriate standards and to
obtain the necessary permits to reuse dredged material.

Vision for the Ecological Management Zone

ERP II 4.4-1

The ERPP is a comprehensive program that addresses both the stress from water project operations and the loss
of habitat from agricultural conversion, dredging, and erosion.

Visions for Ecological Management Units

ERP II 4.5-1

We concur. Before we implement any habitat restoration that could cause a negative impact on the floodflow
capacity of the Yolo Bypass, we will conduct the necessary analysis, develop appropriate mitigation, and obtain
the necessary permits.
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m ERP ii 4.5-2

i We concur.

ERP II 4.5-3

I A small gated connection to bring fresher water into this portion of the Delta is substantially different than a
Hood diversion to an isolated facility. Any further development of this concept would involve a thorough analysis

i and the appropriate environmental documentation.

ERP II 4.5-4

I We concur.

m ERP ii 4.5-5

~re concur.

I ERP II 4.5-6

i CALFED is working with the Delta Protection Commission. CA.LFED has no land use authority.

ERP lI 4.5-7

I We agree. We have corrected our oversight.

l ~ II 4.5-8

We concur. We have a draft of this type of agreemem in the MSCS.

l ~ H 4.5-9

m We made the addition. We have no control over the conversion of one crop to another.

Visions for Ecological Processes

m ~ II 4.6-1

m The discussion of streamflows and processes is not prioritized. Stream_flow restoration is included in the ERPP’s
highest priority for the restoration of ecological processes.

i ERP II 4.6-2

No priority is intended in a listing of targets or programmatic actions.

!
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ERP II 4.6-3

We have improved our definitions and descriptions of habitat types.

ERP II 4.6-4

Frank’s Tract is relatively shallow and is located in an area where nearly all land surfaces are deeply subsided. It
also offers opportunities to generate water quality benefits by reducing tidal incursion.

ERP II 4.6-5

We concur. We have initiated the studies.

ERP II 4.6-6

Our objective is to rely less on habitat on the waterside of levees and more on berms attached to the waterside of
the levees. This will reduce the conflict with maintenance and could contribute to levee stability.

ERP II 4.6-7

Thank you.

ERP II 4.6-8

No priority should be inferred from the listing of targets and actions. Water hyacinth control is underway.

ERP II 4.6-9

We concur. Our non-native invasive species strategic plan includes this element.

ERP II 4.6.10

We concur. Tiaey have been removed.

ERP II 4.6-11

We will consider funding increased boat speed limit enforcement.

Visions for Habitats

ERP II 4.7-1

The comment expresses a preference for voluntary habitat restoration on agricultural lands. Our target to
"cooperatively manage 40,000-75,000 acres of agricultural lands" in the Delta is entirely voluntary and is incentive
based. We will pay landowners for foregone value or inconvenience.
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ERP II 4.7.2

The restoration of water-covered areas in the Delta, such as Franks’s Tract, Big Break, and additional smaller areas,
is an important element of habitat restoration in the Delta. These types of projects are very difficult, very costly,
and require considerable analysis. They are also difficuk to permit. We have initiated the early stages of planning
for restoration of flooded areas in the Delta.

ERP II 4.7-3

The target for cooperatively managed agricultural land in the Delta is 40,000-75,000 acres. In all cases, this will be
done under a management plan developed with the landowner, and the landowner will be compensated. Private
lands currently managed for wildlife or fisheries benefits will also be eligible for the Program.

The ERP will address stressors directly and not through regulatory programs. CALFED has no regulatory
authority. We expect that the implementation of the ERP will make it possible or easier to obtain permits under
existing regulation in the fiature.

ERP II 4.7-4

All of our habitat restoration is based on the voluntary and compensated participation of landowners.

ERP II 4.7-5

We are using this map, which identifies public land and private land that can be converted to habitat, ha order to
guide our Stage 1 actions.

ERP II 4.7-6

We agree. Widening channels is one option to developing shallow-water habitat discussed in the ERPP.

ERP II 4.7-7

We do not intend to fill Frank’s Tract. Rather, our objective is to develop a mosaic of habitats that serve the needs
of several Delta-dependent fishes.

ERP H 4.7-8

CA_I_FED targets haclude both tidal and seasonal wetlands. No conversion of existing seasonal wetlands will occur
without appropriate mitigation.

ERP II 4.7-9

The role of shallow-water habitat is a critical scientific uncertainty. It will be the focus of peer-reviewed research
by CALFED.

i
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Visions for Reducing or Eliminating Stressors

ERP II 4.8-1

We acknowledge the physical and potential legal difficulties of consolidating diversions in the Delta. We would
undertake such an effort only if the biological benefits warrant doing so.

ERP II 4.8-2

We have funded new studies to address the uncertain needs or benefits of screening smaller diversions in the Delta.

ERP II 4.8-3

The level of salinity management in the 1960s was selected as appropriate in the recovery plan for Delta native
fishes by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

ERP II 4.8-4

Both issues are of concern.

Visions for Species

ERP 11 4.9-1

We include striped bass as a valuable species. We target flows for striped bass spawning and downstream migration.
The EWA will take striped bass into consideration as a target species.

Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions

ERP II 4.12-1

CALFED has adopted a policy that is intended to reduce the need to convert economically productive Delta
agricultural land to habitat. CALFED will focus first on public land, next on easements, and last on private lands
acquired from willing sellers. Restoration of submerged land and the recreation of channel islands and attached
berms will also be considered. Through this combination approach, we expect to achieve most, if not all, of our
objectives. Appropriate avoidance or mitigation will be implemented.

EILP II 4.12.2

Targets for increased Delta outflow are included in Volume 2 (page 83 in the June 1999 EtLPP). Our
recommendations for habitat restoration in the Suisun Marsh also are included in Volume 2 (page 135 in the June
1999 EtLPP).

ERP II 4.12-3

CALFED is following the recommendations in the ~Ad Hoc" memo. Our priority continues to focus on the
habitat enhancement of publically owned lands. Where we have funded the purchase of private lands, it has been
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at the request of the landowner and with a clear demonstration of economic hardship. Both McCormack-
Williamson Tract and Liberty Island have a history of frequent flooding and levee failure.

ERP II 4.12-4

The feasibility of restoring shallow, tidally influenced habitat in the central and western Delta is substantially
limited by the high degree of subsidence. This fact and lack of certainty as to how to reverse subsidence are
constraints that affect our habitat targets. I.[ evaluations currently in progress successfully demonstrate a means
to raise the elevation of heavily subsided islands in the central and western Delta such as Sherman Island, it could
become a location for restoration of various tidal aquatic habitats.

ERP II 4.12-5

The ERPP’s focus on fish screens in the Delta is associated with the larger diversions. We are conducting an
analysis to evaluate the need and feasibility of screening the smaller agricultural diversions and a process for
prioritizing those diversions for screen installation.

ERP II 4.12-6

We concur. We have funded extensive research into the mercury concern. We will have all material proposed for
habitat or levee construction tested.

ERP II 4.12-7

We have committed to minimal conversion; each project will be designed to avoid neighboring impacts, or
mitigation will be provided.

ERP II 4.12-8

The additional acreage is associated with "wildlife-friendly" agricultural lands. Targets are subject to reevaluation
based on adaptive management and site-specific environmental documentation.

Suisun Marsh/North San Francisco Bay Ecological Management Zone

ERP II 5.0-1

Many existing programs focus on the ecological restoration of San Francisco Bay. The Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plan (CC!vlP) is the most comprehensive. CALFED has focused its planning effort
on the area upstream of the central Bay and specifically on improving the quality and quantity of ecological inputs
to the Bay. Our focus is appropriate and will complement efforts under the CCMP.

ERP II 5.0-2

We recognize the role of Bay wetlands in the ecosystem and have targeted their restoration; we will continue to
fund acquisition and restoration.
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Description of the Management Zone

ERP II 5.2-1

We have made the correction.

ERP II 5.2

Descriptions of Ecological Management Units

ERP II 5.3-1

We agree that a broad range of salinities is involved and that seasonal differences exist. Our use of a broad range
of salinities does not connote low priority.

Visions for Ecological Management Units

ERP II 5.5-1

Our vision includes the statement %.consideration for maintaining the natural hydrologic regime and salinity
levels of the slough and marsh." This will incorporate seasonal variation.

ERP II 5.5-2

Target 1A, under water diversions, includes power plants and refineries.

ERP II 5.5-3

Our focus is on the tidal reaches. The Watershed Program will deal with restoration at higher elevations.

Visions for Habitats

ERP II 5.7-1

The EtLP flows and the EWA flows and management will result in increased Delta outflow. Fisheries habitat will
be increased through the development of tidal wetlands in the Suisun Marsh. Operation of the tidal gates in the
Suisun Bay can be modified to protect fisheries habitat.

Visions for Reducing or Eliminating Stressors

ERP H 5.8-1

We concur. Please refer to the targets and actions for specific proposals.

!
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I Visions for Species

i ERP II 5.9-1

We have made the additions.

I Integration with Other Restoration Programs

ERP II 5.10-1

These related programs are in Section 5.10 in Volume U (page 132 in the June 1999 ERPP).

Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions

ERP II 5.12-1

The ERPP does identify the ecological need to return tidal action to some former tidal wetlands in the Suisun Bay
area. As these targets are implemented, they will involve only willing sellers and will be coordinated with leveeI rehabilitation and management of the Suisun Marsh.

ERP II 5.12-2

If our targets are found to be inadequate, we will revise them through the adaptive management process.

I ERP II 5.12-3

The North American Waterfowl Habkat Plan and the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Goals Projects are the
appropriate documents to find seasonal wetlands goals for San Pablo Bay.

i ERP II 5.12-4

We propose actions to more closely evaluate natural seasonal inflow. The restoration of tidal wetlands and other
habitats around Suisun and San Pablo Bays, and the restoration of natural processes and habitats upstream of the

I Bay will contribute substantially to the restoration of foodweb processes.

i ERP II 5.12-5

We apologize. We have clarified this section.

ERP II 5.12-6

We recognize the many activities that are ongoing. Our targets are correct for our purposes. They could beI modified through adaptive management.

1
1
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Sacramento River Ecological Management Zone I

ERP II 6.0-1

The CALFED proposal to allow the Sacramento River to meander was taken from the citizen and landowner
process that developed the Sacramento River Conservation Area Handbook. We are specifically following the
recommendation developed in that collaborative process.

We will try to address concerns over loss of local taxes through the use ~f easements and the payment of in-lieu
taxes.

We will evaluate the potential for increased flood risk to pockets of agricultural land and will undertake
appropriate mitigation.

All proposed projects will include site-specific evaluations. Existing "hard points" such as the bridges you mention
will remain protected. We agree that future redesign and reconstruction of bridges and other facilkies should
include bypasses and other flood relief measures. If appropriate, we will participate in the funding of alternatives.

Description of the Management Zone

ERP II 6.2-1

We have made the addition.

ERP II 6.2-2

The gravel mining operations of these creeks are regulated. They do not contribute to significant spawning areas.

Vision for the Ecological Management Zone

ERP II 6.4-1

We have integrated the SB 1086 program into our vision for meander of the Sacramento River. This integration
includes the "hard points" policy objective.

Visions for Ecological Management Units

ERP II 6.5-1

We have commissioned a team of experts to develop the appropriate level of science.

Visions for Ecological Processes

ERP II 6.6-1

We concur. We have started those studies and will followup any actions to refine our conceptual models.

!
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Visions for Reducing or Eliminating Stressors

ERP II 6.8-1

Please see response ERP II 6.8-2 below.

ERP II 6.8-2

The statement on page 164 in ¥olume ~I of the June 1999 ERPP reads as follows: "Significant progress has been
made in screening the larger diversions, but screens are needed on the remaining unscreened largest, many
medium-sized, and small diversions." We will look into the projects you suggest.

Visions for Species

ERP II 6.9-1

The addition was made.

Integration with Other Restoration Programs

ERP II 6.10-1

The efforts of the ERP are focused on ecosystem restoration. Other CALFED programs deal with flood
management and water supply. These and parallel programs of the Corps will be used to obtain a balance of
benefits.

Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions

ERP II 6.12-1

This is an area of scientific uncertainty that we will study. Spring and summer flows are considered most
important for riparian recruitment.

North Sacramento Valley Ecological Management Zone

ERP II 7.0-1

We are not clear as to which streams are associated with this comment. Out intent is to evaluate completely the
potential of each tributary. Historically, not all streams provided for all freshwater llfe cycle needs of salmon.
Many of the ephemeral streams supported only short-term rearing. Some of the smallest tributaries to the
Sacramento River may not have contributed at all to the salmon life cycle.

Description of the Management Zone

ERP II 7.2-1

We have commissioned a group of scientific experts to begin dealing with this area of uncertainty. This work will
be peer reviewed, discussed in a public process, and added to as necessary.

CALFED Eco~stem Restoration Program Plan
Volume II Etl.P II-13 Re~onse ~o Comments, Volume II

C--02801 7
(3-028017



ERP II 7.2-2

Phasing, monitoring, and the adaptive management process are discussed in the Strategic Plan.

Descriptions of Ecological Management Units

ERP II 7.3-1

Thank you for the updated information.

Visions for Ecological Management Units

ERP II 7.5-1

Coleman Hatchery wRl be part of our overall hatchery practice review.

ERP II 7.5-2

Winter run do not currently use Battle Creek. We are evaluating several important genetic and scientific issues
before we recommend their introduction.

ERP II 7.5-3

We concur.

ERP H 7.5-4

Our restoration efforts look at all of Battle Creek.

ERP II 7.5-5
~̄

This will be a focus of any water we purchase and will be factored into riparian zone protections.

Visions for Reducing or Eliminating Stressors                                                         I

ERP II 7.8-1

If a poaching or harassment problem develops, we will request increased enforcement by DFG.

ERP H 7.8-2

We agree that habitat fragmentation is a stressor. Conservation easements or acquisition in fee are the tools
available to CALFED to reduce this stressor.

!
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Visions for Species

ERP II 7.9-1

Scientific questions regarding genetics and disease must be answered prior to introducing (or reintroducing) winter
run to Battle Creek.

Integration with Other Restoration Programs

ERP II 7.10-1

We have added them to the integration section.

Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions

ERP II 7.12-1

In Volume 2 of the ERPP in the "North Sacramento Valley Ecological Management Zone" section, we present
Programmatic Action 4A, which deals with the potential removal of the McCormick-Saeltzer Dam.

ERP II 7.12-2

We are aware of this fact.

ERP II 7.12-3

We are aware of this.

ERP II 7.12-4

We agree. We will try to acquire water rights to protect and augment flows in Battle Creek.

ERP II 7.12-5

We concur and have added a target.

ERP II 7.12.6

We concur and have made the addition.

Visions for Ecological Processes

ERP II 8.5-1

We agree with the objective. However, the aggregate extraction that occurs on lower Cottonwood Creek is
permitted and regulated. We are considering a voluntary and compensated relocation of these operations to areas
outside the live stream charmel.
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I
ERP II 8.5-2 I

We agree. This specification is in the existing permits.
I

Colusa Basin Ecological Management Zone

ERP II 9.0-1 i

We concur. Our objective is to exclude anadromous fish and reduce temperature impacts.
I

ERP II 9.0-2

We concur. But we cannot rely on fish screens alone to restore ecological health.                                 I

ERP II 9.0-3

CALFED has considered, on a programmatic basis, the opportunity to augment flows on the westside tributary
streams through exchange. Considerable Phase Ill analysis will need to proceed before an extension is formally
proposed.

Description of the Management Zone

ERP II 9.2-1

While we agree that large stands of valley oak trees are rare and should be protected, their loss does not present
an ecological impact manifest in the Delta.

Visions for Habitats

ERP II 9.7-1

We concur and have made the addition.

Visions for Species

ERP II 9.9-1

We expect the tri-colored blackbird and the white-faced ibis to benefit from our proposed actions. Chinook
salmon are not included in the vision for the Colusa Basin Ecological Zone. Historically, Thomes, Elder, and
Stoney Creeks sporadically supported spawning chinook salmon when rainfall and streamflow patterns allowed
upstream migration. Under ideal flow conditions, these streams can still support fall-run chinook. The approach
presented in the ERPP includes efforts to resolve uncertainties and problems arising from the ecological
dysfunction of streamflow, coarse sediments, and floodplains. These processes need to be improved prior to
developing or recommending actions to restore fall-run chinook salmon, which at this time is not warranted.

I
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Butte Basin Ecological Management Zone

ERP 11 10.0-1

This comment encompasses numerous issues and represents highly specific local knowledge of the Butte Creek
watershed. In general, the programmatic actions presented in Volume 2 of the ERPP are not at the site-specific
level of detail commensurate with the level of detail provided in this comment. Some of the major issues discussed
in the comment include the following ecological elements described in Volume 1 of the ERPP: dams and other
structures, water diversion, stream_flows, water temperatures, predation and competition, spring-run chinook
salmon, riparian and riverine aquatic habitat, artificial propagation of fish, and contaminants. These are ad&essed
in the Volume 1I section "Butte Basin Ecological Management Zone - Butte Creek Ecological Management Unit."

The ERPP vision for the Butte Creek Ecological Management Unit is restoring spring-run chinook salmon and
steelheadpopulations by improving fish passage, increasing and improving stream_flow, consolidating and screening
diversions, and protecting and restoring the riparian corridor.

The ERPP flow targets for Butte Creek are to (1) increase flow; and (2) develop and implement comprehensive
watershed management programs to protect water quality, increase summer base flows, and protect and restore
other resources such as riparian vegetation.

The EtLPP coarse sediment target for Butte Creek is to improve spawning gravel and gravel availabi~ty.

The ERPP target for stream meander and floodplains is to preserve and restore the 50- to 100-year floodplain along
the lower reaches of streams in the Butte Basin Ecological Management Zone, and to construct setback levees to
reactivate channel meander in areas presently confined by levees.

The ERPP target for riparian and riverine aquatic habitat is to develop a cooperative program to restore and
maintain riparian habitat along Butte Creek.

The ERPP target for freshwater and essential fish habitat is to maintain and improve existing freshwater and
essential fish habitat through the integration of actions described for ecological processes, habitats, and stressor
reduction and elimination.

The ERPP target for water diversions is to improve the survival of chinook salmon and steelhead in Butte Creek
by helping to install positive-barrier fish screens.

The ERPP target for dams and other structures is to develop a cooperative program to improve the upstream
passage of adult spring-run chinook salmon and steelhead in Butte Creek in order to allow access to 100% of the
habitat below the Centerville Head Dam.

The ERPP target for the harvest of fish and wildlife is to develop harvest management strategies that allow the
wild, naturally produced fish spawning populations to attain a level that fully uses existing and restored habitat.

The ERPP target for the artificial propagation of fish is to minimize the likelihood that hatchery-reared salmon
and steelhead will stray into non-natal streams in order to protect naturally produced salmon and steelhead.

Cumulatively, these targets establish the scope of effort to be pursued in the Butte Creek Basin and mirror the
concerns expressed in the comment. The implementation program will be driven by adaptive management, and
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actions will be refined or redefined prior to implementation based on peer review and best available scientific
information. The complexity of ecosystem restoration in Butte Creek and elsewhere also requires the further
refinement or development of a local implementation plan.

Introduction

ERP II 10.1-1

ManYcycle. Theanadr°m°UsButte Basinandismigrat°rYa source of SpecieSDelta inflow.dependent on the Delta occupy the Butte Basin for part of their life

Visions for Ecological Processes

ERP II 10.6-1

We acknowledge the role that agriculture plays as a substitute for natural habitat. Our"wildlife-friendly" incentive
program intends to increase those benefits.

Visions for Habitats

ERP II 10.7-1

We have made the addition.

ERP II 10.7-2

We have added greater sandhill crane. The tri-colored blackbird is an MSCS-evaluated species that is not included
in the ERPP.

Visions for Species

E~. II 10.9-1

We have added greater sandhill crane. The tri-colored blackbird is not addressed in the ERPP.

Linkage to Other Ecological Management Zones

ERP II 10.11-1

Section 10.11 in Volume 2 of the ERPP discusses this linkage. The principal species of concern is the spring-run
race of chinook salmon.
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I Feather River/Sutter Basin Ecological Management Zone

ERP II 11.0-1
I

Please refer to Volume 2 of the ERPP, "Feather River/Sutter Basin Ecological Management Zone," for specifics
on our plan to restore the Yuba River. The San Joaquin River is discussed under the title "San Joaquin River

I Ecological Management Zone."

i Visions for Ecological Management Units

ERP II 11.5-1

I We have corrected the oversight.

i Visions for Ecological Processes

ERP II 11.6-1

I It is true that our vision is to restore ecological process to the extent we can. We fully recognize the constraints
associated with existing intense urban and agricukural development.

I ERP II 11.6-2

We concur. As we implement our actions, we will endeavor to ~issure variability and to protect against unnatural
I rapid rates of flow change.

i Visions for Reducing or Eliminating Stressors

ERP II 11.8-1

I We have initiated a comprehensive effort to look at the range of alternatives available to meet our objectives.

i Visions for Species

ERP II 11.9-1

I We have added giant garter snake. The white-faced ibis is an MSCS-evaluated species that is not included in the
ERPP.

I Visions for Reducing or Eliminating Stressors

i ERP II 12.8-1

The comment requests prioritizing the studies necessary to evaluate alternative means of improving anadromous
fish passage on the Yuba River. CALFED has established an intensive program to identify and conduct the neededI studies.
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ERP II 12.8-2

Our objective on the Yuba River is providing a means that would allow salmon and steelheafl trout to utRize
habitat above Englebright Dam. This action would mitigate some of the impacts caused by the construction of
Englebright Dam. Any project developed to accomplish this objective will be analyzed in a project-specific
environmental document.

Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions

ERP II 12.12-1

The comments suggest that we construct a fish ladder at Folsom Dam. Experts have advised us that it is infeasible
to build fish ladders at Nimbus and Folsom Dams. We are evaluating other ways to reintroduce anadromous fish
above Folsom Dam.

ERP II 12.12-2

While CALFED itself is not a regulatory agency, our proposed flow targets for the American River will fulfill the
intent of Fish and Game Code 5937, which used the "good condition" criteria for in-stream flows.

ERP II 12.12-3

We concur, except we would characterize the benefit to juvenile salmon as immigration flows rather than
"attraction for downstream migration."

Yolo Basin Ecological Management Zone

ERP II 13.0-1

Thank you. We appreciate your positive comment.

Vision for the Ecological Management Zone

ERP II 13.4

CALFED does not look upon its proposals as interference but rather as an opportunky to provide for all the needs¯
and benefits of these streams. We have committed to regional planning and implementation.

Visions for Ecological Management Units

ERP II 13.5-1

The MSCS outlines the means to provide the appropriate assurances.

ERP II 13.5-2

We recognize the magnitude and serious nature of mercury contamination. CALFED has funded over $3 million
in mercury studies to date. We will continue to evaluate opportunities to remediate this problem.
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ERP II 13.5-3

We concur.

ERP II 13.5-4

We concur.

ERP II 13.5-5

Flows in Putah Creek are very slow when compared to an unimproved condition. The numbers of fish, by species
are very low in Lower Putah Creek. The ERP staff agree that the condition of Lower Putah Creek is inadequate
to provide the long-term a vigorous population of native fishes. ERP is not taking waterfor needs The from
existing users. Rather, flow augmentation will be acquired from willing sellers or new supphes. Please refer to the
MSCS for a discussion of our "good neighbor" policy proposal.

Visions for Ecological Processes

ERP II 13.6-1

Please refer to the "Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions" section.

Visions for Habitats

ERP II 13.7-1

We concur and have made the addition.

Integration with Other Restoration Programs

ERP II 13.10-1

The North Delta NW’R will accomplish most, if not all, of the ERPP habitat targets for the Yolo Bypass. The
North Delta NWR is independent of CALFED. If CALFED were to stop today, USFWS would proceed with
the North Delta NWR. While the refuge is independent of CALFED, it is not "in addition" to CALFED; USFWS
and the ERP have worked together, and expect to continue working together, to plan and implement habitat
protection and restoration in the north Delta. CALFED has funded acquisition of land in the North Delta that
is expected to become part of the refuge, once established, where it will be managed to meet CALFED’s goals. This
is one of many ecosystem restoration projects funded by CALFED prior to the completion of the Programmatic
EIS/EIR. USFWS is going through the required environmental documentation process for establishment of a new
national wildlife refuge unit, which will be completed before the ROD.
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Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions

.EI  II 13.12-1

Our targets for the restoration of floodplain and flood processes on Cache Creek contain the specific caveat
"...consistent with flood control requirements." One of our important objectives is to establish and maintain a
healthy riparian zone along Cache Creek. This will help to prevent erosion.

ERP II 13.12-2

We are aware of the mercury contamination from several abandoned mines around Clear Lake. We are funding
research into the impacts and remediation of this pollutant source.

ERP II 13.12-3

Our discussion on Cache Creek covers a full range of problems and potential solutions. We place high priority
on the resolution of mercury contamination problems as the first step in restoration of Cache Creek.

ERP II 13.12-4

We appreciate the endorsement.

ERP II 13.12-5

Coarse sediment supply or gravel is addressed in the "Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions" section.

ERP II 13.12-6

Our use of diamonds (one, two, or three) is not intended to connote priority but rather the degree of certainty
that a benefit will accrue. We agree on the need for more studies on the cost effectiveness of small screens. We have
initiated that study.

ERP II 13.12-7

Thank you.

Eastside Delta Tributaries Ecological Management Zone

ERP II 14.0-1

Thank you.

ERP II 14.0-2

Thank you.
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Descriptions of Ecological Management Units

ERP II 14.3-1

The value of 11,288 fall-run chinook salmon in the Mokelunme River represents the 1983 in-fiver run size. The
total return including hatchery and natural spawners is 15,861.

ERP II 14.3-2

Plots of salmon abundance are being updated to include recent escapements.

ERP II 14.3-3

The term "FERC Settlement Agreement" has been changed to "Joint Settlement Agreement."

ERP II 14.3-4

The sentence on armoring has been revised as follows:

"Also, the stream channel has become armored in a few places, but the presence of salmon redds in the
same locations year after year suggests that armoring is a minor problem."

ERP II 14.3-5

We have incorporated the additional information.

ERP II 14.3-6

We have incorporated the more recent information.

ERP II 14.3-7

We have improved the discussion.

ERP II 14.3-8

We think there are 3.6 miles.

ERP II 14.3-9

We have made the addition.

Vision for the Ecological Management Zone

ERP II 14.4-1

There is not scientific documentation that natural spawning steelhead exist or existed in the Calaveras River.
Salmon do use this river very infrequently.
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Visions for Ecological Management Units m

ERP II 14.5-1 m
¯

The sentence regarding steelhead migration has been revised as follows:

"Higher and more natural flows will help steelhead move upstream during tile late fall and early winter."m

ERP II 14.5-2 l̄
We concur and have made the addition.

ERP II 14.5-3 m

CALFED has placed considerable emphasis and resources on restoration of the Cosumnes River. However, we¯
believe that the river has not historically supported large numbers of chinook salmon and is not likely to in the
~uture.

ERP II 14.5-4 m
m

We will encourage and support the Corps evaluation. Bypasses are considered an ecologically superior alternative¯
to levees.

Visions for Ecological Processes mm
ERP H 14.6-1

We have augmented the text.                                                                                    m
ERP II 14.6-2 m

The role and sources of organic material are discussed in Volume i of the ERPP.

Visions for Habitats m

ERP H 14.7-1 m̄
We unintentionally deleted the Butte Sink.

Visions for Reducing or Eliminating Stressors m

ERP H 14.8-1 m̄
We have expanded the discussion.

!
!
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I ERP II 14.8-2

i Habitat conversion is a tmiversal concern. CALFED has no authority to regulate land use. Our approach is to rely
on the use of easements or fee purchase to try to reduce the impact.

i Visions for Species

ERP II 14.9-1

I Recent records of steelhead in the Tuolum_ne River are only one factor we considered. Steelhead habitat was
available prior to the construction of dams. Our intent is to further evaluate the potential for restoration.

I ERP II 14.9-2

We have made the appropriate additions.

Integration with Other Restoration Programs

I ERP II 14.10-1

We have updated this statement.

!
Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions

I ERP II 14.12-1

i Our specific programmatic actions for flow on the Calaveras River all include the cooperative development of new
water supplies, the use of water transfers, and the acquisition of water from willing sellers. We do not conclude
that this will devastate the economy of San Joaquin County as you allege.

I ERP II 14.12-2

If new supplies or willing sellers cannot be found, CALFED will need to reevaluate its objectives for the CalaverasI River.

ERP II 14.12-3

The sentence regarding the 1996 POA has been revised as follows:

I "A Joint Settlement Agreement was signed in 1998 by EBMUD, DFG, and USFWS that provides
improved fish flows for the Mokelunme River, higher minimum flows below Camanche Dam, and gain
sharing of additional flows between EBMUD and the environment."

I
I

CALLED Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan
Volume I1 E~ ~-25 Response to Comments, Volume 1I

!
C--028029

C-02~029



ERP II 14.12-4

The sentence regarding additional gravel injection sites has been revised as follows:

"Lower gravel enhancement sites were estabhshed between Highway 88 at Mackville Road on the lower
Mokelumne River in 1997 and 1998." These sites are approximately 5 miles below Camanche Dam.

ERP II 14.12-5

The ERPP relies on willing sellers and a comprehensive program to develop new supplies for fisheries restoration.

ERP II 14.12-6

This response has been consolidated with response ERP II 16.12-14. Please refer to that response for the answer
to your comment.

ERP II 14.12-7

On the Cosumnes River, there appears to be little opportunity to develop new water supplies. This is because of
the declining groundwater table. However, groundwater recharge basins could replenish the table and allow for
some exchange of groundwater for streamflow. The development of a model will be considered. Target 4 refers
to the Mokelumne River.

ERP II 14.12-8

We are targeting seasonal floodplain habitat because, as you point out, it favors native species. We added a second
programmatic action under seasonal wetlands. The riparian acreage targets are stated as minimums. These are
estimates as to what is needed to contribute to the ecological health of the Bay-Delta.

ERP II 14.12-9

We made the suggested changes on water diversion. We are not considering artificial propagation in any ecological
unit. The recent studies on mercury that were cited were funded by the ERPP and will continue.

ERP II 14.12-10

We see no scientific reason to suspect that the Cosumnes River fall-run chinook are a distinct species. The detailed
studies for the giant garter snake and western pond turtle seem to be outside the scope of the ERP.

ERP II 14.12-11

We are addressing salmon losses at the export pumps through the EWA. Reoperating the pumps and curtailing
exports during critical periods are considered effective resolutions to the problems.
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San Joaquin River Ecological Management Zone

ERP H 15.0-1

The commentor is concerned that CALFED is seeking to return San Joaquin River flows to those that existed
prior to the construction of Friant Dam. The ERPP makes no recommendation for flow on the mainstem San
Joaquin River below Friant Dam.

ERP II 15.0-2

The ERPP does include restoration of various ecosystem elements of the reach of the San Joaquin River below
Friant Dam. If the courts restore flow to that reach of the river, we will develop a more comprehensive plan for
restoration.

ERP II 15.0-3

In its current condition, the San Joaquin River seldom has hydraulic continuity with the Delta. If the river is
rewatered by the court, we will expand our geographic scope.

ERP II 15.0-4

Section 15 in Volume 2 of the ERPP details our recommendations for the San Joaquin River.

Visions for Ecological Management Units

ERP II 15.5-1

This reach of the San Joaquin River was dewatered by an Act of Congress and is the subject of ongoing Litigation.
If the court orders a significant restoration in flow, CALFED will work to develop a restoration plan.

Visions for Ecological Processes

ERP II 15.6-1

If the courts reverse the existing circumstances on the San Joaquin River relative to flow, CALFED will revise its
ERPP to include the mainstem San Joaquin River below Friant Dam.

ERP II 15.6-2

Because the San Joaquin River has been so heavily affected, it is difficult to use the 100-year flood as a benchmark.
We will need to conduct additional analyses to determine reasonably reLiable floodflows that can activate
movement of coarse sediment. We will conduct these analyses in Phase I~ of the Program.
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Visions for Species

ERP II 15.9-1

We have added the lamprey, stickleback, and pond turtle. The blunt-nosed leopard lizard is included in the MSCS
because the species could be affected by CA_LFED projects.

Linkage to Other Ecological Management Zones

ERP II 15.11-1

The change has been made.

ERP II 15.11-2

The CVPIA has purchased water on both streams; it did not purchase options.

Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions

ERP II 15.12-1

The ERPP has targets and objectives for the San Joaquin River above the mouth of the Merced River. Until such
time as there is a program to provide flow from Friant Dam to the Merced River, this portion of the San Joaquin
River will have a lower priority.

ERP II 15.12-2

We wilJ develop that necessary science to support eventual stream-specific flow targets.

East San Joaquin Basin Ecological Management Zone

ERP II 16.0

We concur. Our knowledge of these streams is limited to the considerable recent work done on salmon. By
proposing the Tuolumne River as a demonstration stream, we have given it the priority to conduct the detailed
analysis necessary in order to more fully plan to restore its ecological health. Work on the Merced and Stanislaus
Rivers will benefit from the in-depth study of the Tuolurrme. This section will be revised during Phase rrr of the
Program.

Descriptions of Ecological Management Units

ERP II 16.3-1

We agree that the hyacinth was a problem. We fred the habitat to be degraded for a number of different reason~
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ERP II 16.3-2

We have made the change.

ERP II 16.3-3

Our adaptive management process is established to increase the degree of scientific certainty, not only on the
Merced River, but for the entire ecosystem¯ Our ecosystem-based approach is designed to deal with problems
associated with ecological processes, habkats, and stressors that affect chinook salmon throughout their life cycle.
Anything we may study or any project we might implement will be coordinated with the Merced Irrigation
District.

ERP II 16.3-4

We think that k is appropriate to cite all the material we evaluated.

ERP II 16.3-5

We would like to verify this model and use it to evaluate temperature stress reduction opportunities on the
Tuolunme River.

ERP II 16.3-6

Our statement includes the qualifier "the presence of distinct anadromous runs of late fall-run chinook salmon is
not confirmed."

ERP II 16.3-7

We have identified 36 small irrigation pump diversions below La Grange Dam.

Visions for Ecological Management Units

ERP II 16.5-1

We are aware of the lack of information on steelhead and the difficulties of their restoration. Until we know more
about the possibilities, we believe that it is appropriate to consider steelhead as a possible, but unlikely, candidate
species.

ERP II 16.5-2

Much less is known about the effects of diversions in the San Joaquin River watershed. Because the San Joaquin
River supports only the fall run, screens on agricultural diversions may not be cost effective. The juvenile fall run
usually migrate prior to the irrigation season. We intend to conduct further evaluation before investing in a large-
scale screening program.

!
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ERP II 16.5-3

Our vision includes taking actions that may allow steelhead to repopulate the Tuolurrme River.

ERP II 16.5-4

We intend to work with these agencies to implement their plans.

ERP II 16.5-5

We concur.

ERP II 16.5-6

We concur.

ERP II 16.5-7

Increased survival of naturally spawned fish is our first priority. Artificial propagation is not.

Visions for Reducing or Eliminating Stressors

ERP II 16.8

We can conduct the evaluation as part of our adaptive management process.

Visions for Species

ERP II 16.9

We made th~ addition.

Integration with Other Restoration Programs

ERP II 16.10-1

We agree with your comment. Most of our coordination has been through the Tuolurrme River Trust and the
irrigation districts. We will include the Joint Powers Authority in the future.

ERP II 16.10-2

Comment noted.
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ERP II 16.10-3

The c]aange has been made.

ERP II 16.10-4

We have identified the agreement as the SJRA.

ERP II 16.10-5

The change has been made.

ERP II 16.10-6

We concur. Many of our proposals for the Tuolumne River are complementary to the Tuolumne River Regional
Park.

Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions

ERP II 16.12-1

Please refer to the ~East San Joaquin Basin Ecological Management Zone" section in Volume 2 of the ERPP.
Under the heading of "Central Valley Streamflows," you will see specific flow targets for the Stanislaus,
Tuolunme, and Merced Rivers. These targets are included in the "Central Valley Streamflow Section" in
Chapter 16 in Volume 2 of the ERPP.

ERP II 16.12-2

Please see response ERP II 16.12-1 above.

ERP II 16.12-3

The ERP target flows for the major San Joaquin tributaries were developed by agency scientists familiar with the
species, habitats, and constraints on those streams. The differences in detail relative to water-year classifications
are a function of incomplete scientific understanding. Each of these rivers will undergo a complete tributary
assessment in Phase 111 of the CALFED Program.

ERP II 16.12-5

We concur.

ERP II 16.12-6

The target is programmatic and subject to revision.
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ERP II 16.12-7

Lands owned by the state will not be purchased unless the current or planned use is incompatible with ecosystem
restoration and the state agency owning the land is a willing seller.

ERP II 16.12-8

Screening 50% of the diverted water volume at diversions in the spawning area of salmon and steelhead will help
to define further screening needs. Alternatives might be to eliminate or relocate these diversions.

ERP II 16.12-9

We disagree. Our targets are for planning purposes and will provide a framework for water development or
purchases.

ERP II 16.12-10

All of our objectives relative to temperature identify existing limitation and call for "cooperative evaluation."

ERP II 16.12-11

We have made the change.

ERP.II 16.12-12

The proposed programmatic actions will be further developed and scientifically justified before implementation.

ERP II 16.12-13

We included a temperature target to provide for over-summering steelhead. We have concluded it may be
impossible to achieve a 60 degree Fahrenheit summer target. We have removed this target and will focus on more
in-depth modeling to determine whether it is possible. We will conduct the modeling in Phase 111 of the CALFED
Program.

ERP II 16.12-14

It is our intent to further evaluate temperature objectives and the possible impact of their implementation.

Visions for Species

ERP II 17.7-1

We have made the additions.

!
CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan

Volume I1 ERP 1~-32 Response to Comments, Volume II ¯

C--028036
(3-028036



I Volume !!i: Strategic Plan for Ecosystem Restoration

I Environmental Documentation

I The CALFED Program is currently in what is referred to as Phase 12, in which the CALFED agencies are
developing a Preferred Program Akernative that will be subject to a comprehensive programmatic environmental
review. This report describes both the long-term programmatic actions that are assessed in the June 1999 Draft

I Programmatic EIS/EIR, as well as certain more specific actions that may be carried out during implementation
of the Program. The programmatic actions in a long-term program of this scope necessarily are described generally
and without detailed site-specific information. More detailed information will be analyzed as the Program is ref’med

I in its next phase.

Implementation of Phase ITI is expected to begin in 2000, after the Programmatic EIS/EIR is finalized and adopted.

I Because of the size and complexity of the alternatives, the Program likely will be implemented over a period of
30 or more years. Program actions will be refined as implementation proceeds, initially focusing on the first 7 years
(Stage 1). Subsequent site-specific proposals that involve potentially significant environmental impacts will require

I site-specific environmental review that tiers off the Programmatic EIS/EIR. Some actions, such as recreation of
shallow-water habitats in the Delta and Suisun Marsh, also will be subject to permit approval from regulatory
agencies.

I ERP II viii-1

I Any land use change brought about by the implementation of the ERP will be proceeded by the appropriate level
of environmental impact documentation. Appropriate mitigation and assurances will be included.

I ~ II viii-2

The comment requests provisions to compensate landowners and others for impacts arising from projects to

I restore the ecosystem. Each program project will undertake the appropriate level of analysis, disclosure, and
mitigation required by CEQA, NEPA, and regulatory programs.

I ERP II vili-5

The money spent to date in the Restoration Coordination Program has been to implement ecosystem restoration

I actions while the programmatic environmental documents are being finalized. Conditions outlined in the proposal
solicitation include that projects cannot prejudice the ultimate decision of the long-term CA_T_FED Program. Any
projects with regulatory conditions or mitigation requirements are evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

I ERP II viii-6

I CALFED’s proposal solicitation process contains several steps. Copies of proposals that describe the project
applicant, the cost of the project, and a complete project description are available both from the CALFED office
and now on compact disc.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

ERP III 0-1

The combination of our goals, objectives, indicators of ecological health, and the adaptive management process
will allow us to identify progress and to define success.

ERP III 0-2

The ERP is a comprehensive effort to restore health to the Bay-Delta ecosystem. It is not a land grab.

ERP III 0-3

We are using members of the original core team and other consulting scientists to revise the Strategic Plan.

ERP III 0-4

The types of assurances being considered are discussed in Chapter 7 in the MSCS.

ERP III 0-5

Easements are our preferred means to attain ecosystem benefits on agricultural lands. In-lieu taxes will be funded
and paid where appropriate.

ERP HI O-6

We do recognize conflict between ongoing agricultural production and the need to reclaim some agricultural land
for habitat restoration. While we have made a commitment to minimize this reclamation, it cannot be avoided.
We have no intent to "sacrifice the agricultural community."

ERP III 0-7

Goals for species, the science program, and Stage 1 actions to deal with stressors are described in the Strategic Plan.

We have established an ERP Focus Group to help us with this task.

ERP HI 0-9

Please refer to the Strategic Plan.

ERP III 0-10

We agree that it is desirable to align all agency restoration and mitigation programs into a single and well
coordinated Bay-Delta/Central Valley ERR However, doing so is well outside the scope of the CALFED
Program. Further, it would be impossible to do so prior to the anticipated date of filing the ROD. This specific
recommendation would most likely be accomplished as a follow on to the ROD.
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ERP III 0-11

We concur with the recommendation. The MSCS and the ERP have been merged. We propose that the fish and
wildlife agencies adopt the EtLP as the recovery plan for listed species or as the official means to achieve recovery.

ERP III 0-12

A policy decision was made to emphasize the CALFED Program actions slated for the south Delta geographic area
in early Stage 1 of the implementation program. The ERP actions proposed for implementation in that area are
intended to establish new habitat in order to take advantage of opportunities for synergy and to address many of
the scientific uncertainties identified in the Strategic Plan.

ERP III 0-13

These comments were prepared in October 1997 prior to the development of the Strategic Plan. Please refer to
that plan.

ERP III 0-14

Implementation of the ERP is centered around a science-based adaptive management process. Revisions to the plan
will continue throughout the implementation of the program.

ERP III 0-15

Please refer to the Strategic Plan.

ERP III

We have followed the advise of both the expert panel and the core team. We continue to revise the Strategic Plan
and to integrate their advise.

Relationship of the EKP to the CALFED Bay-Delta Program Mission

ERP Ili 1.1-1

The ERP is intended to provide a resolution to the ongoing conflict between the need to protect the environment
and to provide for economic opportunity. It is but one of eight major programs identified by CALFED as
important.

The Need for Restoration

ERP III 1.4-1

Actions to improve environmental values will not threaten water rights, water supplies, or flood protection in
northern California. The ERPP recognizes existing constraints. We do not have the authority to take water rights,
and it is a Program objective to improve water supplies. We intend to incorporate flood management
improvements in our efforts to set back levees and enhance the use of flood bypasses as a surrogate for natural
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floodplains. Our proposals for flow improvements are far below the design capacity of all physical floodm
management facilities.

Our riparian forest acquisition and development efforts are focused on the unleveed portion of the Sacramentom
River. We continue to recognize hard points and infrastructure as constraints to ecosystem restoration. We will
perform any appropriate analysis requested by the State Reclamation Board or the Corps as we apply for permits
within their jurisdiction,

m

ERP HI 1.4-2

There appears to be a widespread misconception that the ecosystem restoration proposed by CALFED intends
to return California to a condition that existed prior to development. That is not the case. We have acknowledged
existing constraints to ecosystem restoration. That acknowledgment includes a need to protect existingm
infrastructure, often referred to as "hard points," along our rivers and streams.

What is Ecosystem Restoration? m

ERP III 1.5-1

l
We agree, but would argue that restoration will not occur without public support and identification with benefits.

ERP Ill 1.5-2 m
We continue to view flood management, water supply, power generation, and recreation as valuable public
benefits of dams. m

ERP III 1.5-3

The entire CALFED Program is intended to establish a balance between competing needs.

Chapter 2. Ecosystem-Based Management m

ERP III 2.0-1

The ERPP goes well beyond existing legal requirements for restoration.

The Advantages Ecosystem-Based Management m

ERP III 2.1-1

m
CALFED is committed to the development and use of equitable cooperating landowner assurances that encourage
landowners and water managers to voluntarily cooperate in restoration efforts. The MSCS provides an outline of
this policy, m
The suggestion that regulatory agencies carry out mitigation at their sole or partial cost is contrary to public
policy. It would amount to a public subsidy of private enterprise, m

!
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Flood-prone lands are the focus of most of our ERPP. These are the areas where we feel we can make the greatest
level of progress in restoration with the least economic disruption.

ERP Ill 2.1-2

The ERPP is our commitment to change and rehabilitation.

Elements of Ecosystem-Based Management

ERP Ill 2.3-1

We agree.

Addressing the Uncertainty Inherent in Natural Systems through Adaptive Management

ERP III 2.4-1

CALFED has acknowledged the scientific uncertainty associated with restoration of the Bay-Delta Ecosystem. Our
adaptive management program is designed to address this uncertainty. We are currently addressingof themany
identified uncertainties and will convene a public peer review process to discuss the results.

ERP III 2.4-2

We concur. We have funded the U.S. Geological Society for some preliminary work on this question and will
follow with more ha Phase lTr of the CALFED Program.

Chapter 3. The Adaptive Management Process

ERP III 3.0-1

Implementation of the ERPP does include data collection, analysis, and adaptive management. Our process of
project ~unding allows us to evaluate the cost and probable benefits.

ERP III 3.0-2

The process for determining "expected results" is a component of adaptive management. The process is described
in Chapter 3 in the Strategic Plan.

ERP Ill 3.0-3

We have designed the adaptive management program to follow a rigorous scientific design based on testable
hypotheses and conceptual models.

ERP llI 3.0-4

In an effort to add more scientific rigor to the ERPP, we have initiated a "whiteprocess." Through thispaper
process, evaluations by independent scientists will be prepared, peer reviewed, and discussed in a public process.
Additionally, the adaptive management process is intended to reduce areas of scientific uncertainty.
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ERP l]_I 3.0-5

We recognized the uncertainty and have developed an adaptive management process to reduce and deal with
uncertainty.

ERP III 3.0-6

Adaptive management is the process we will use to make changes in ERP targets and actions. These changes will
be analyzed in future environmental documents.

ERP III 3.0-7

We most certainly agree that there is scientific uncertainty in this ecosystem. Our adaptive management process
is specifically designed to address this issue. As to the California Department of Food and Agriculture’s (CDFA’s)
statement about striped bass, we do not agree. Striped bass, salmon, and steelhead have co-existed in this ecosystem
for over 100 years. They have also declined together. We would like to meet with CDFA’s experts to discuss their
opinion.

ERP Ill 3.0-8

Please see responses ERP Ill 3.0-7 and ERP llI 3.0-12.

ERP III 3.0-9

The Strategic Plan is intended to be a "dynamic framework" that will be continuously tel’reed. Additional work
on quantified objectives and refined actions and targets is underway. The adaptive management process wilJ
incorporate the recommendations of future scientific reviews to set priorities and refine goals and objectives.

ERP IlI 3.0-10

The ERP has begun the process of scientifically identifying these needs. Our "white paper process" is compiling
existing data and opinion. This will lead to further research and experiments that are needed to further refine the
necessary information.

ERP Ill 3.0-11

¯ Our adaptive management process will provide the suggested assessment.

ERP III 3.0-12

Areas of scientific uncertainty and the process to resolve controversy are key elements of the scientific review
program and the adaptive management process.

ERP Ill 3.0-13

Each of our streamflow augmentation projects will be evaluated under the adaptive management process.

!
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I ERP 3.0-14

We concur on the need for these studies.
I

DeEming the Problem

I ERP III 3.1-1

Each project implemented will include a testable hypothesis, a conceptual model, and a monitoring protocol to
I measure progress toward our goals. The restoration program is the most comprehensive and aggressive restoration

program ever proposed in California.

I Developing Conceptual Models

ERP III 3.3-1
I       Additional conceptual models are being developed in the "white paper process."

I DeiVming Restoration Actions

ERP III 3.4-1
I       This is being done as part of the Strategic Plan ref’mement and the "white paper process."

I ERP III 3.4-2

T1xis is one of several topics being addressed in refinements to the Strategic Plan.

I                                                          ERP IFl 3.4-3

I In Stage 1, the ERP proposes to acquire about 100,000 acre-feet. The primary focus will be on those smaller
tributary streams not covered by the CVPIA allocation. Adaptive management will be applied.

I Monitoring Restoration Actions

ERP III 3.5-1
I

The linkage between the ERP and the Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment, and Research Program (CMARP)
is described in Chapter 3 in the Strategic Plan. The adaptive management program completely depends on the

I monitoring and assessment developed under the CMARP.

The linkage between the ERP and MSCS is twofold: (1) the ERP and MSCS overlap with regard to the objectives
I of recovery and conservancy; and (2) the MSCS will be the vehicle to identify specific mitigation needs of the

CALFED Program, and the ERP will provide the planning and implementation framework to carry out the
mitigation.
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ERP HI 3.5-2

Each project carried out under the ERP will be monitored for results. The detailed plans and project-specific EIRs
will be prepared in Phase lrr of the Program. Habitat is the place or environment where a plant or animal lives.

ERP ITI 3.5-3

The CMARP is the monitoring program for the ERPP. The results of this monitoring will be analyzed and used
in the ERPP adaptive management process.

ERP III 3.5-4

We agree, especially in the Delta where real-time monitoring can reduce impacts to other water users. Each
monitoring program element will be specifically designed to meet the need and to test the conceptual model.

Chapter 4. Goals and Objectives

ERP m 4.0-1

The specific goals and objectives of the ERPP are set out in Chapter 4 in the Strategic Plan. Numerical targets for
species or habitats are articulated in Volume 2 of the ERPP.

ERP ELI 4.0-2

Large, self sustaining populations supported by heakhy ecological processes and a large variety of intact and
functioning habitats is optimal.

ERP Eli 4.0-3

California has undergone irreversible change since the early 1940s. It is virtually impossible to restore the natural
ecological conditions of that period.

Development of CALFED Program Mission and Objectives

ERP III 4.1-1

NHI does not provide any suggestion as to which objectives it feels are redundant.

ERP III 4.1-2

Striped bass are included in ERPP Goal 3,which deals with harvestable species.

ERP m 4.1-3

ERP Goal 6 deals with contaminants. We have provided over $3 million for an early and high-priority
investigation of mercury contamination.

!
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CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Goals

ERP Ill 4.2-1

The goal for steelhead trout as a priority group 1 species is to restore seE-sustaining Central Valley steelhead to
Central Valley streams and the Bay-Delta estuary. The restoration of self-sustaining populations of steelhead of
natural origin is our goal. In our long-term objective statement, we said "Numbers of fish of natural origin should
exceed in most years the estimated population level in the early 1960s: 40,000 adult spawners annually." We have
not set 40,000 fish as an upper limit or ceiling. We will rely on monkoring, scientific evaluation, and the adaptive
management process to achieve our goal. We will continue to evaluate the feasibility of removing dams and other
barriers to migration, and the expanded use of fish ladders and bypasses. We will use population goals in the MSCS
as the basis for recovery. Please also see response ERP 1 4.3-2.

ERP Ill 4.2-2

When our goals are converted to specific population numbers, we find that most scientists agree that these were
the populations that existed in the 1960s prior to the major impacts of the water projects.

ERP HI 4.2-3

The loss of ecosystem integrity was the basis for the development of the goals.

ERP III 4.2-4

Your objection is noted. Our intent is to manage a striped bass population that does not result ha detriment to
threatened or endangered species.

ERP llI 4.2-5

We concur. This concept is embodied in our goals.

ERP III 4.2-6

We concur. Our statement referring to non-consumptive use includes the natural heritage value.

ERP III 4.2-7

We fiilly recognize the changes brought about by human change. Where possible, the ERPP proposed to reverse
those changes; in most cases, however, we can only reduce the impact.

ERP llI 4.2-8

Where we are dealing with species that do not depend on the Bay-Delta ecosystem for a substantial portion of their
life cycle, we will take actions to contribute to their recovery.

!
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ERP lII 4.2-9 1

This comment is directed at the preliminary version of the ERPP, "Volume 3: Vision for Adaptive Management."
Subsequent to its release, CALFED ceased further development of Volume 3. Instead, CALFED convened the

1
Strategic Plan core team of scientists to develop the Strategic Plan for Ecosystem Restoration. Presently, the species
designation in the ERPP includes the species identified in the MSCS for "recovery," "contribute to recovery," and
"maintain." The ERPP also includes two additional designations: "enhance and/or conserve biotic communities"I
and "maintain and/or enhance harvested species." Under these designations, striped bass is treated as a harvested
species for which CALFED will undertake actions to maintain the species at levels that support or enhance
sustainable harvest rates. A key to maintaining harvestable surplus levels is to recognize the need to recover,I
contribute to recovery, or maintain other species.

This comment is directed at the preliminary version of the ERPP, "Volume 3: Vision for Adaptive Management."
Subsequent to its release, CALFED ceased further development of Volume 3. Instead, CALFED convened the

1Strategic Plan core team of scientists to develop the Strategic Plan for Ecosystem Restoration. The Strategic Plan
has elevated the concern for foodweb organisms, particularly the adverse effects of non-native invasive species such
as the Asian clam. ERPP Strategic Goal 5 addresses non-native invasive species. This goal is to "prevent1
establishment of additional non-native species and reduce the negative biological and economic impacts of
established non-native species." This goal also includes 10 strategic objectives that will direct the types of
management actions and research undertaken during Stage 1 implementation. 1

CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Objectives
I

ERP [II 4.3-1

The ERPP and the MSCS do have the same recovery goals for the suite of species evaluated in the MSCS.I
Relationship of Goals, Objective, Targets and Actions I

ERP ~/4.4-1

The ERP is one of the most aggressive restoration programs ever developed. The targets will be measured againstI
indicators of ecosystem health.

Chapter 5. Implementing the ERP I

At the programmatic level, the CMARP and the ERP were developed on separate tracks. Chapter 5 in the Strategic
Plan addresses project selection criteria and the process for using science to address critical uncertainties. When      ~I
specific monitoring or research needs are identified, the ERP budget will provide the necessary funding support.

m 5.0-2    I
Implementation of the ERPP will focus on habitat restoration on public land as a first priority. The wildlife-
friendly agricultural element of the ERPP is a financial incentive-based program. I
CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan

Volume III ERP ]I[-10 Response to Comments, Volume II I

C--028046
(3-028046



ERP llI 5.0-3

We concur. Our restoration coordination program and adaptive management process are designed to make those
evaluations.

ERP III 5.0-4

Our policy will be implemented on a site-by-site basis. We will work only with willing sellers. We do not
anticipate any need to acquire land currently planted to citrus trees. The targeted acreages are specified by
ecological zone in Volume 2 of the ERPP.

ERP III 5.0-5

CALFED is in the process of developing its Water Management Strategy. For the ERPP, this wLll include
developing priorities, an acquisition strategy, coordination with the CVPIA and the EWA and the relationship
with regulatory programs.

EILP III 5.0-6

CALFED has committed to following the agreements reached in the SB 1086 process. The MSCS discusses the
types of assurances being considered, including cooperating landowner assurances.

ERP III 5.0-7

We concur.

Ref’ming the List of ERP Actions for Stage 1 of Implementation

ERP III 5.2-1

We are continuing to refine the ERP. Our intent is to achieve the restoration goals with minimal impact to
agriculture and recreation.

Critical Uncertainties and Impediments to Restoration

ERP III 5.5-1

We identify the natural- and human-caused variability in flow regimes as an area of uncertainty requiring further
investigation.

ERP III 5.5-2

This means we acknowledge our inability to restore this ecosystem to what it was prior to human intervention.

ERP III 5.5-3

We recognize the constraints and limited opportunities to restore the ecosystem. Our objectives are to achieve
what is realistic.

CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan
Volume III EILP ]I[-11 Response to Comments, Volume I1

C--028047
(3-028047



ERP m 5.5-4
I

Scientific uncertaimy is addressed in the ERPP. A process and means to reduce uncertainty are imbedded in the
adaptive management process. Monitoring will include assessment at all trophic levels.

I

ERP III 5.5-5

IThis comment was provided in 1997 before the Strategic Plan was prepared. Foodweb concerns are now
highlighted among the areas of scientific uncertainty discussed in Chapter 5 in the Strategic Plan.

ISeizing Upon Restoration Opportunities

ERP III 5.6-1
I

We concur.

Regulatory Compliance I

ERP III 5.7-1
I

The EILPP is not exempt from any regulatory process or law. Every project will be evaluated under ~EQA and/or
NEPA. Each project will be carefully and thoughtfully planned and executed. Impacts will be avoided or properly

I
mitigated.

ERP UI 5,7-2
I

The commentor requests streamlining for the permitting of already authorized flood control and bank protection
projects on the Sacramento River. Most currently authorized levee maintenance and repair projects carried out

Iby counties or local districts are not part of the CALFED Program and are outside the scope of the EIS/EIR. For
CALFED-funded projects, such as parts of the Sacramento River meander project, CALFED is currently
investigating methods to acquire needed permits more efficiently, while still allowing full regulatory agency

Ireview.

ERP III 5.7-3
I

ERPP projects are required to comply with the state and federal ESAs, CEQA, NEPA, and the Clean Water Act
as well as with other regulatory programs.

I

Chapter 6. Institutional Structure and Administrative Considerations                                    I
ERP III 6.0-1

Volume 2 of the ERPP describes over 100 programmatic actions for the Delta. The phasing and partnering ofI
restoration is described in the Strategic Plan.

!
I
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ERP III 6.0-2

Most of the rationale and recommendation used to develop the ERP was based on existing plans or programs.
They are referenced in the ERPP. Our adaptive management program will fold in the resuks of existing restoration
efforts.

ERP III 6.0-3

Implementation of the EKP will be conducted at the local level. All land use change will be preceded by the

I appropriate level of environmental review and documentation. Please also see response IA-7.14-1.2.

Institutional Structure

I
ERP HI 6.1-1

I CALFED recognizes the need and benefits from coordination and potentially the consolidation of the many
restoration efforts underway in the Central Valley. We are proposing an institutional structure that will make that
objective possible. CALFED currently is mapping habitat restoration funded by CALFED and other restoration

I programs. This mapping will enable assessment of cumulative land use change in future project-specific environ-
mental documents. It also will help us to document CALFED targets achieved by other programs. Please also see
response ERP 0-16.

I                                                                                              ERP III 6.1-2

We concur. The process we have begun involves several steps. First, we are taking the concepts, objectives, and
targets in the ERPP through an in-depth scientific analysis. This helps us to be much more specific in our
description of objectives. Next, we will present these objectives to a regional conservancy, resource conservation
district, or other landowner groups and the county planning departments. It is at this stage that we hope to receive
input as to the feasibility of implementing our objectives and alternatives that match the needs of the landowners
and water users. When projects have been designed at the local level, we ,will prepare the appropriate
environmental documents to disclose possible impacts, appropriate mitigation, and alternatives--if they are
available. These environmental documents will be circulated for public review. If there is interest, we will host
a public meeting to discuss the proposals. In addition to the standard environmental documents, we anticipate the

I need for assurances that our efforts at environmental restoration will not impose ESA burdens on those
cooperating in, or neighboring, our projects. We are calling these assurances a "good neighbor agreement." Each
agreement will need to be custom designed to fit the circumstances and location.

Public Involvement

ERP 13I 6.2-1

ALl ecosystem projects and programs will include local participation and will comply with local ordinances.

ERP 11I 6.2-2

I The CALFED ecosystem restoration coordination program requires that all project applicants coordinate with
local government. Butte County is the only county that has allocated staff to closely coordinate with the EKP.

-!
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That coordination has been successful, and we expect it to improve. CALFED does not have funds sufficient to
Ifund additional participation by local government.

ERP HI 6.2-3 I

The ERPP possesses no regulatory authority and does not seek such authority. Implementation of the ERPP will
be coordinated with county government. I

EI~ HI 6.2-4 I
We agree.

Public Outreach I

ERP III 6.3-1

!
This is a good recommendation, and we will follow up with Colusa and other affected counties.

ERP HI 6.3-2    I
Our effort to solicit public opinion and comment is very comprehensive.

IScientific Review

ERP HI 6.4-1 I

We agree that independent science will be an important part of implementation of the E1R.PP. Please refer to
page 47 in the June 1999 Strategic Plan for a discussion of this element of the program. I

ERP HI 6.4-2    I
We outline our scientific review process in Chapter 6 in the Strategic Plan.

Era, iii 6.4-3 I
We agree. Our ideas on a science panel and science peer review are included in Chapter 6 in the Strategic Plan.

I
ERP HI 6.4-4

The science review of the program will be an ongoing function. The process and products of the review will beI
public.

ERP HI 6.4-5 I

We agree. We will apply the best available science to the determination of need and management of water acquired
for environmental purposes. I

I
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ERP 1II 6.4-6

We agree.

Appendix A. Def’ming the Opportunities and Constraints: a Historical Approach

ERP III 7.0-1

Throughout the ERPP volumes, we discuss the many impacts to our fish populations. Appendix A in the Strategic
Plan offers an in-depth historical perspective. Predation and competition are discussed as stressors in Volume I,
Section 12.12.

The Importance of a Historical Perspective

ERP III 7.1-1

Appendix A provides a historical perspective and the constraints to ecological restoration.

Present Conditions and Trends

ERP ]II 7.3-1

The restoration to ecological health sought in the ERPP incorporates the actions included in the CVPIA and
continued protections afforded the environment by all state and federal laws.

ERP m 7.3-2

CALFED is planning on continued coordination with the restoration element of the CVPIA. That coordination
will include cost sharing for appropriate projects.

ERP III 7.3-3

Appendix A in the Strategic Plan was prepared in response to numerous requests for a historical perspective on
changes to the Bay-Deka ecosystem.

ERP III 7.3-5

We have not prejudged the outcome of the hearings. We included this hearing as an important parallel process.
The stated purpose of the hearing is to determine and allocate responsibility for Delta outflow requirements. We
are ftdly aware of the negotiations associated with this hearing process and the possibility they may obviate the
need for a protracted hearing.

! CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan

Volume 11I ERP HI-15 Response to Comments, Volume II

!
C--028051

(3-028051



Model of Contrasting X2 Relationships I

ERP III 8.3-1 IWe agree that our simple landscape-level conceptual model of chinook salmon does not capture all aspects of
juvenile fish movement associated with total influence. This figure was offered as an example.

IConceptual Model of Meander Migration in a Regulated River

ERP III 8.4-1 I

The model in Figure B-5 in the Strategic Plan is meant to describe river migration. We are not aware of any role
played by temperature in this ecological process. I

Appendix C. An Example of Adaptive Management Using Conceptual Models: Chinook Salmon and Deer
Creek I

Overview                                                                                            I
ERP I~ 9.1-1

Your comment about the harvest fraction seeming excessive for San Joaquin natural fall-run chinook salmonIappears misplaced. This section in the Strategic Plan describes an adaptive management example for Deer Creek,
a tributary to the Sacramento River.

!Background

ERP HI 9.2-1 I

The ERPP does set restoration targets on a stream-by-stream basis wherever possible. Ocean harvest levels in a
mixed-stock fishery must be aggregated. I

Overall Conceptual Model for Spring-run Chinook Salmon                                              I
ERP III 9.3-1

Your comments relating to the potential behavior of salmon in the Mokelumne and Cosumnes Rivers may notIbe appropriate in a conceptual model developed for Deer Creek.

Appendix D. Draft Stage 1 Actions I

ERP m 10-1

CALFED’s effort to screen diversions on the Sacramento River has been a focus of early implementation.
Approximately 80% of the volume of water diverted is now screened or will be soon. We believe that it is
appropriate to evaluate the benefits of the projects in order to refine priorities. I

I
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ERP III 10-2

The comment recommends that Stage 1 actions focus on projects that are supported by strong scientific
understanding. Nearly all of the early implementation actions funded to date focus on projects with a great deal
of scientific certainty. An object of Stage 1 implementation is to reduce scientific uncertainty. We have included
in the mix several actions specifically intended to shed light on the scientific uncertainty identified in Chapter 5
in the Strategic Plan.

ERP III 10-3

The draft Stage 1 actions are intended to address most, if not all, of the issues and opportunities identified in the
Strategic Plan. The rationale for these actions is presented in the appendix to the Strategic Plan. The process of
identifying, selecting, and funding projects is vested in the restoration coordination program as supported by the
Ecosystem Restoration Roundtable.

ERP III 10-4

The ERPP is not intended to be a means to prevent growth in the Secondary Zone of the Delta or anywhere else.

ERP Ill 10-5

The programmatic actions proposed for the Yolo Bypass were developed by experts dealing with species in
addition to splittail. They will be refined in the implementation phase of the Program.

ERP III 10-6

We agree and have funded over $3 million of additional research.

ERP III 10-7

The Stage 1 actions proposed cover the entire Delta.

ERP III 10-8

Central and west Delta Stage 1 actions include the study of potential habitat in Big Break.

ERP III 10-9

We will try to make the appropriate cost comparison.

ERP III 10-10

The actions proposed for Stage 1 implementation are intended to generate measurable ecological benefits and to
provide insight essential to adaptive management. Striped bass are identified as an important sport fish that will
be managed in concert with salmon recovery. We agree that Centerville Dam and the water diverted to it may cool
Butte Creek.
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ERP III 10-11

The E1LPP does focus on existing public land. All projects will receive the appropriate analysis under CEQA and
NEPA.

ERP III 10-12

The estimated cost of ERPP Stage 1 actions is $900 million. Congress authorized $430 million in funding and the
state authorized $450 million through Proposition 204.

ERP UI 10-13

All of the suggested actions are contained in Volume 2 of the ERPP as either targets or actions. While we agree
that expanding the Stage 1 (first 7 years) list of actions is desirable and would complement many existing programs,
we cannot do so. We do not have the staff or the budget to more than double our Stage 1 activities. Our primary
focus in Stage 1 is to reduce the uncertainty surrounding ecosystem restoration in this ecosystem. We have chosen
Stage i actions to accomplish that goal. We are not strictly limited by the Stage 1 actions. If opportunities present
themselves, we will pursue them.

ERP III 10-14

Acquiring water for flow augmentation is an action in Stage 1.

ERP HI 10-15

We agree.

ERP HI 10-16

The concept of the "early action bundles" was developed to facilitate implementation by grouping proposed
actions for the whole of the CALFED Program into geographic areas. Many commentors have found fault with
this concept. For the ERPP, the Strategic Plan and the scientific uncertainties will be the principal means for
prioritizing actions.

ERP III 10-17

Streamflow targets will be met through the acquisition of water from willing sellers and newly developed water.
At the programmatic level, it is not possible to identify specific targets that will be met. We will pursue about
100,000 acre-feet of streamflow augmentation.

Draft Delta Stage 1 Actions

ERP III 10.1-1

The comment requests we expand the Stage 1 action list without suggestions as to how to do so. In light of the
time and budget requirements necessary to implement a program like the ERP, the Stage 1 actions proposed are
very ambitious.
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I ERP III 10.1-2

The comments suggest that we should incorporate elements in Stage 1 that complement existing programs. In the

I introduction to Appendix D of the Strategic Plan, we use the phrase "...CVPIA, or other restoration programs .... "
By this, we mean all programs that have bearing on the restoration of ecological health of the Bay-Delta system.

I ERP III 10.1-3

CALFED has adopted a policy to prioritize restoration or public lands first; second through the use of easements;

I and third, only if necessary, through the acquisition of private land from willing sellers.

ERP III 10.1-4

I
The actions selected for implementation in Stage 1A and throughout Stage 1 were selected to address the areas of
scientific uncertainty identified in the Strategic Plan, in order to aggressively restore habitats in the Delta and to

I carry out full-scale demonstration programs on three very dkfferent tributary streams. Our use of the term
"bundling" has generated some misunderstanding. We are simply grouping projects from the various CALFED
programs to gain efficiency in environmental documentation and permitting.

I
ERP HI 10.1-5

I We concur.

ERP III 10.1-6

I
We have carefully considered the use of levee setback to increase habitat. Setback levees are expensive and may
pose some flood management risk. We are further studying the feasibility of their use.

I                                                           ERP III 10.1-7

I We concur. We are developing a specific strategic plan to document our approach to dealing with non-native
invasive species.

I ERP III 10.1-8

We agree. Boat speed restriction and enforcement is a county responsibility. If the need is demonstrated, the ERP

I might fund additional enforcement.

ERP III 10.1-9

I        We concur. We have started a study to determine the benefits and efficacy of screening small Delta diversions.

i Draft Sacramento River Basin Stage 1 Actions

ERP III 10.2-1

i
Agricultural fields serve as surrogate upland habitats. Our objective is to use "natural" habitat to provide a mosaic
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of inter-related upland and wetland habitats wherever possible. In some cases, however, we will need to rely on
modified practices on agricultural land.

ERP III 10 3.3-1

If we were to utilize a 100% hatchery tagging program as you suggest, a constant fraction tagging effort would be
redundant.

ERP III 10.3-2

We concur. As we move into the implementation phase of our program, we will become more and more
dependent on regional organizations such as conservancy and county planning departments to help us refine and
implement the plan.

ERP m 10.3-3

The flows of the ERPP will be coordinated with the CVPIA. There are ecological needs not addressed in the
CVPIA. These are addressed in the ERPP.

ERP III 10.3-4

Both the negative and positive impacts of off-stream storage have been considered and are discussed in the
Programmatic EIS/EIR.

ERP III 10.3-5

We concur. As we go forward with implementation, we will evaluate the need to artificially augment coarse
sediment recruitment.

ERP ]XI 10.3-6

Clear Creek has a dual problem with regard to riparian vegetation. We have encroachment into what was the
active channel of the stream and the need to reestablish a dynamic corridor. These objectives are not in conflict
but do require appropriate sequencing for implementation.

ERP III 10.3-7

We agree. Implementation of restoration along Mill Creek will be community based.

ERP m 10.3-8

Tributary-specific assessments are a critical first step in all of our ecological management zones.

ERP m 10.3-9

Our approach to identifying in-stream flow needs to be oriented toward the rehabilitation of ecological processes
in the streams. This focus will help us to identify species needs and the potential for overlap.
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ERP III I0.5-I0

Acquisitions for in-stream flow augmentation will be subjected to subsequent project-specific environmental
documentation and review.

Draft San Joaquin River Basin Stage 1 Actions

ERP III 10.4-1

We have made the correction.

ERP III 10.4-2

The VAMP experiment is focused solely on migration of chinook salmon. It does not address ecological processes
or other species.

ERP III 10.4-3

We concur. We will use both easements and fee acquisition.
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1.1    Introduction

IP-1.1-1

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED Program) agrees that CALFED Program elements, particularly those
involving groundwater or acquisition of land and water, should be implemented in concert with input from local
interests, and that these actions should be coordinated and should address long-term goals. CALFED is committed
to close coordination with local entities potentially affected by Program implementation but cannot commit to
holding in abeyance all actions until all local entities are in agreement. The Program is designed to be implemented
in stages, with adaptive management providing the tool for modifying implementation based on what is learned
at each stage.

It would be impractical to develop detailed local coordination plans that could anticipate all the possible
combinations of actions and their effects. However, a local coordination plan to assure local participation and
confidence in the CALFED process and other land acquisition programs will be developed. That local
coordination plan will propose that the implementation be governed by a combination of tools that define the
broad conceptual framework for the Program and disclose its potential range of impacts and benefits. Additionally,
CALFED proposes:

To document and formalize the agreement reached among CALFED agencies and stakeholders
on action priorities and linkages in the Programmatic Record of Decision (ROD).

That implementation of specific actions be governed by CALFED’s solution principles and
adaptive management.

That actions be prioritized With broad public input.

¯ That individual actions will be accompanied by the appropriate environmental review, in
compliance with all applicable laws and regulations, prior to permitting and implementation.

CALFED’s policy is to closely coordinate with local planning entities, interest groups, and elected officials during
Program implementation, including the project-level planning and environmental documentation process. The
CALFED agencies believe that this approach is implementable and provides appropriate opportunities for public
disclosure, input, and adjustments to ensure that local concerns are addressed in a coordinated way.

IP-l.l-2

Please also see common response 19. CALFED agrees with the need for firm assurances that the plan will be
carried out as envisioned and meets the Program objectives in a balanced, timely, and equitable manner. However,
the Program is designed to be implemented in stages, with adaptive management providing the tool for modLfying
implementation based on scientific data and what is learned at each stage. It would be impractical to develop
project-level approaches and an assurances package that could anticipate all the possible combinations of actions
and their effects, and guarantee that all these outcomes would meet the stated criteria.
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Instead, CALFED proposes that implementation be governed by a combination of tools that defines the broad
conceptual framework for the Program and discloses its potential range of impacts and benefits, then develop the
requisite level of detail on specific actions on an appropriate priority basis. This step-wise implementation and
assurances approach can be summarized as follows:

¯ First, CALFED proposes to include substantial, detailed agreements on action priorities and
linkages before implementation. Prior to implementation, CALFED will also develop explicit
assurances with respect to Delta operations.

¯ Second, CALFED proposes that implementation of specific actions be governed by CALFED’s
solution principles and adaptive management.

¯ Third, CALFED proposes that actions be priorkized with broad public input.

¯ Fourth, individual actions will be accompanied by the appropriate environmental review, in
compliance with all applicable laws and regulations, prior to permitting and implementation.

In addition, CALFED will seek to provide assurances of regulatory stability as the Program unfolds. It is
anticipated that the implementation phase will enhance coordination of CALFED, Central Valley Project
Improvement Act (CVPIA), and Trinity River actions.

The CALFED agencies believe that this approach is implementable and provides appropriate opportunities for
public disclosure, input, and adjustments to ensure that stakeholder concerns are addressed in a coordinated way.
Specific assurance mechanisms may be needed to assure balance and adequate regulatory certainty as the Program
moves forward. These mechanisms potentially include contracts, legislation (including bond measures, and
authorizing and appropriations legislation), inter-agency agreements, licensing agreements, agency directives, and
stakeholder-driven decision processes. Such assurances would be particularly important for projects that could
result in substantial environmental impacts if improperly implemented (such as new surface storage facilities and
conveyance facilities).

IP-l.l-3

CALFED agrees that adequate time, effort, and funding need to be committed, to ensure that the through-Delta
alternative is given full opportunity to succeed. A staged decision process that will incorporate new scientific
information as it is developed, impartial scientific review, and broad-based policy considerations has been proposed
by CALFED.

IP-l.l-4

CALFED appreciates the important role played by the Delta Protection Commission. (DPC) and welcomes a
closer collaboration with the DPC in the planning and implementation process for the CALFED Program. Since
December 1999, the DPC has been a member of the CALFED Policy Group.

IP-1.1-5

CALFED acknowledges the need for support at every level for the Program to succeed and the need for periodic
public review and comment on’ the Program as implementation proceeds. The Implementation Plan has been
revised to explicitly reflect the commitment to periodic public review of Program implementation. CALFED
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Policy Group participants will be involved in all significant operational decisions with policy implications, and
involvement at higher levels will be sought as needed to resolve outstanding concerns. Such direct involvement
has been very helpful in moving the process forward during the programmatic planning phase of the Program.
Detailed proposals for governing Program implementation in the interim and long-term are discussed in the
"Governance" section in the Implementation Plan.

While most commentors advocate balanced implementation, the meaning of"balance" means something different
to each reviewer. CALFED has sought, and will continue to seek, balance based on stakeholder andagency
comments, regulatory imperatives, scientific knowledge, and adaptive management. In this context, CALFED
agrees with many commentors that Program implementation needs to be adequately funded, balanced, and meet
all four of its Program objectives in order to succeed. Actions need to be prioritized to ensure that the most cost-
effective and beneficial actions move forward first. The inter-relationships between Program actions need to be
carefully considered in the planning and implementation phases of the Program. CALFED has sought to structure
the implementation to achieve these goals. The proposed implementationis described in theprocess process
Implementation Plan, with additional detail in response [P-l.l-2.

The specific water quality improvement actions proposed for Stage la consist of a broadof actions, includingrange
conveyance improvements, flow management, source controlmeasures, monitoring, public education, and studies
(Table 3-1 in the Implementation Plan, Water Quality List of Actions).

Some commentors’ suggestions to defer planning and implementation for storage and conveyance facilities in favor
of nonstructural solutions have not been incorporated into the Implementation Plan because the lead time required
for feasibility and environmental studies associated with implementation of storage andfacilitiesconveyance
generally takes many years, thus providing the de-facto opportunity for phased implementation proposed by the
commentors. All implementation actions must undergo detailed technical and environmental review, with
extensive opportunities for public input. Therefore, it is considered prudent to proceed with feasibility and
environmental studies, consistent with available funding, for the most promising structural options.

IP-l.l-7

CALFED implementation is based on CALFED solution principles, including a key provision that the Program
will no significant redirected impacts. Specifically, the CALFED Program actions are based on respecting andpose
supporting area-of-origin water rights, Delta protective statutes, local water management plans, groundwater
ordinances, and the rights of individual landowners to use water in accordance with their water rights. However,
the CALFED Program actions are not intended to abridge the independent regulatory authority of its member
agencies, including that of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to regulate water rights throughout
the Bay-Delta region.

CALFED has not ignored existing laws, regulations, and water use trends in the area-of-origin portions of the
solution area. CALFED’s alternatives analysis incorporates projected changes in local land use and water use
throughout the solution area. The evaluation is based on adherence to all current laws and operating rules to the
extent that those laws can be modeled with a monthly water balance accounting model 0DWRSIM). For example,
the estimates of Delta exports under future conditions (year 2020) includes increased consumptive use in area-of-
origin counties, additional in-stream flows for the Trinity River watershed, and increased diversions from the
American River basin to meet existing contractual obligations.
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CALFED seeks to improve overall system performance by providing tools and incentives for improved water use
efficiency, water transfers, watershed management, water storage (both groundwater and surface water storage,
as appropriate) and conveyance. The Program also seeks to improve in-stream flows in key reaches for periods
most beneficial to sensitive fish species, through voluntary, compensated water acquisitions and in-lieu
arrangements as appropriate. The specific Program actions in these areas are described in the Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Programmatic EIS/EIR) and in the individual
program plans, including the Water Use Efficiency, Watershed, Ecosystem Restoration, and Water Transfer
Program Plans.

In addition, implementation of Ecosystem Restoration Program actions, as well as other actions involving
significant land purchases or interests in land such as easements, will be achieved through willing-seller
transactions. Where necessary for the construction of specific facilities for water management, such as groundwater
recharge, surface storage, canals, monitoring sites, and so on, CALFED agencies may resort to eminent domain
in order to achieve Program objectives. CALFED’s commitment is to keep such transactions to a minimum,
without jeopardizing overall Program implementation.

IP-1.1-8

Program implementation is summarized in the Implementation Plan. Additional detail is provided for specific
program components in the individual program plans.

IP-l.l-9

While it is true that CALFED’s goals include environmental restoration and improved water supply reliability
for in-Delta and Delta-dependent water users, the Program is far broader and more comprehensive than the
reviewer suggests. The reviewer is referred to the Programmatic EIS/EIR and supporting appendices for a
description of the eight Program elements and their potentially broad contribution to improved water use
efficiency, water quality, ecosystem quality, water transfers, watershed management, levee system integrity,
storage, and conveyance.

IP-I.I-10

The CALFED mission includes improving water management for beneficial uses of the Bay-Delta system.
CALFED seeks to reduce the mismatch between Bay-Delta water supplies and current and projected beneficial
uses dependent on the Bay-Delta system. The Program seeks to accomplish this through a broad range of actions
documented in the Programmatic EIS/EIR and supporting appendices, including measures to improve water use
efficiency, water quality, water transfers, groundwater and surface water storage, and conveyance. The Program
identifies numerous Stage 1 actions to advance these actions, including regional action priorities for the south Delta
region as identified in the Implementation Plan. Advance planning for the most critical actions is already
underway. In addition, CALFED will seek to provide assurances of regulatory stability as the Program unfolds.
It is anticipated that the implementation phase will enhance coordination of CALFED, CVPIA, and Trinity River
actions.

However, the Program scope does not include assuring water supply reliability for all service areas dependent on
the Bay-Delta system for part or all of their water supplies. CALFED actions must be supplemented with
appropriate local planning and implementation of water supply management actions to ensure that local goals are
met.
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During Program implementation, CALFED will refine its procedures for disbursing grants, loans, selection of
proposals, and contracts for directed actions. CALFED seeks to develop fair,and effective procedures thatopen,
will result in actions consistent with CALFED goals and that focus implementation on the highest priority and
most cost-effective actions. CALFED will build on the experience of the Ecosystem Restoration Program project
selection and other to develop the implementation funding procedures. Until these proceduresprocess processes
have become established and been given an opportunity to work, it will not be possible for CALFED to commit
to funding any specific actions recommended by stakeholders.

IP-I.I-12

Coordination of a large and complex involving federal, state, and local agencies will be an ongoingprogram
challenge. A permanent governance structure is proposed and will be implemented to address planning,
coordination, and implementation functions, as described in the CALFED Governance Plan (Section 4 in the
Implementation Plan). In the interim, coordination is provided at multiple levels. Decision-making authority will
continue to rest with each of CALFED’s participating agencies, with key roles played by the Secretary of the
Department of Interior (federal) and the Resources Secretary (state). Many coordination concerns are discussed
and addressed by the CALFED Policy Group, which includes representatives from the various CALFED
participating agencies. The Bay-Delta Advisory Council (BDAC) or a new public advisory group, consisting of
a broad cross section of CALFED’s stakeholder community, will continue to discuss and provide advice to the
Policy Group on various of the Program, including coordination issues. Numerous technical andaspects groups
direct coordination between technical staffs in the CALFED participating agencies also provide a great deal of
technical coordination. For detailed information regarding the Financing Plan, please see response IPF 5.0-1.

CALFED’s proposed MuIti-Species Conservation Strategy (MSCS), is designed to provide appropriate coordination
between Program actions, CVPIA actions, and regulatory program requirements.

The Implementation Plan suggests Program actions that potentially may be accomplished during Stage 1. The
Implementation Plan also delineates a variety of actions that may proceed in the very near term, or what is referred
to in the plan as Stage la. The Implementation Plan is based on a prioritization of actions in each common
program and in the Storage/Conveyance elements. The CALFED agencies have made no commitments to
implement the actions identified for Stage la and will make no such commitments until action-specific
environmental review is complete. Please also see common 16, discussing and a potentialresponse conveyance
isolated facility.

The Bay-Delta Accord (Accord) of December 15, 1994, delineated certain restoration activities forecosystem
implementation and financing prior to completion of the Programmatic EIS/EIR process. These activities are the
non-flow-related projects called for in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Bay-Delta (1995), which are labeled
as "Category EI activities" in the Accord. Funding for Category I]] activities has been provided by the California
Urban Water Agencies, California Proposition 204, the Federal Bay-Delta Act, and U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency watershed funds. The California Resources Agency and the Department of Interior have cooperated in
the selection for restoration projects through CALFED’s Ecosystem Restoration Program. Allprocess ecosystem
Category IE projects have met specific criteria that merit their implementation prior to completion of the
Programmatic EIS/EIR. All projects have been justified independently of the Program by lead agency(ies) for the
project (s). All projects have been accompanied by the appropriate level of environmental review as required by law.
Finally, no projects have been selected that would prejudice the ultimate direction of the Program.
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Each Category ZII project has been accompanied by the appropriate environmental review. Please see response
IP 4.3-1, which explains the different types of Category 111 projects and the different levels of environmental
review that have taken place. Actions funded to date include land acquisition, either in fee or using a conservation
easement. Only a small portion of the lands acquired have been converted away from agricukural use. In most
instances, agricultural practices have continued on the acquired lands. Chapter 9 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR
discusses how mitigation strategies, including those for impacts on agricultural land, will be incorporated into
individual Program actions during Phase 111.

The Programmatic EIS/E[R is not required to enumerate (1) all discretionary approvals made by CALFED or the
CALFED agencies following the Notice of Preparation for the Programmatic EIS/EIR, with the potential to affect
agricultural resources; or (2) the Cahfornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance undertaken for each
action. The Programmatic EIS/EIR evaluates the impacts of the CALFED Program at a general-plan level to
provide the CALFED lead agencies with the information needed to compare the alternatives evaluated in the
document and to help them in their decision of whether to adopt the Preferred Program Alternative. The
comment refers to a provision of CEQA that is intended to provide a list of agencies expected to use an EIR in
their decision making and a list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project, to the extent
that information is known (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124). For a programmatic document (such as this
Programmatic EIS/EIR) that is prepared to evaluate the long-term impacts at a general-plan level of detail, much
of that information is not yet known. Chapter 8 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR lists the general regulatory
approvals and permits that are anticipated to apply during implementation; these may or may not apply to
individual projects as the Program moves forward.

If site-specific projects that tier off the Programmatic EIS/EIR involve significant new impacts that have not been
evaluated in the EIS/EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required. The cumulative impacts of
early implementation ecosystem restoration projects, along with the overall Ecosystem Restoration Program, are
evaluated in the Programmatic EIS/EIR. Chapter 7 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR discusses the cumulative impacts
of implementing the CALFED Program on agricultural resources, including anticipated land use changes. During
project-level planning for specific actions, the relationships between geographically and operationally related
actions will be analyzed.

CALFED agrees with the need for coordination between land use planning and water resources planning.
CALFED conceptually supports increased coordination between land use and water resource planning. However,
land use planning historically has been a local government agency responsibility, and the CALFED Program is
not intended to change existing land use authority.

CALFED staff and agencies are committed to building and maintaining good coordination at all levels of the
Program.

IP-1.1-13

The words of encouragement are appreciated.

IP-l.l-14

Please see common response 1. Although the Programmatic EIS/EIR may not address impacts at the level of detail
that many commentors desired, the document defines the broad Program scope and resultant impacts with
sufficient detail for necessary programmatic evaluations and decision making. Additional detail on specific
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proposed Stage 1 actions is included in the Implementation Plan. The Phase 11 Report summarizes the planning
and analysis conducted during Phase I[I of the CALFED Program.

CALFED acknowledges some disparity between the level of detail of the various Program elements. The Program
plans are programmatic in nature and are the result of collaborative efforts by CALFED staff, CALFED agencies,
cooperating agencies, and stakeholders. Thus, while the goal is to adequately define the Program in sufficient detail
for the of a programmatic evaluation, by its nature a that includes a large geographicpurposes program scope,
broad objectives, and a very diverse range of participants will not result in a uniform level of definition across all
subject areas. However, the disparity may appear greater than it will actually be in practice.

For example, although Ecosystem Restoration Program goals are fairly specific with respect to target habitat
acreages, the Program is quite general with respect to the location of such acreages. Given CALFED’s commitment
to minimize acquisition of land and to eschew condemnation of land for Ecosystem Restoration Program
purposes, the specific timing and location of action that will comprise implementation of the Program are to a
large extent undefined. Program definition will occur during implementation as opportunities to implement the
Program vision, compatible with local landowner and local land use planning goals, are actedTheupon.
Watershed Program is expected to be largely locally directed, compatible with the overall objectives of the
CALFED Program. Hence, the focus is on developing an appropriate collaborative project evaluation and
prioritization rather than on identifying specific actions. In boththerefore, implementation willprocess, cases)

be largely driven by the opportunities to work with local landowners and agencies to incrementally implement
actions that advance the overall Program objectives. Concerns about the lack of detail associated with the Stage la
implementation actions summarized in Table 3-1 in the Implementation Plan have been addressed by additional
Program refinements in the Phase II Report, the Implementation Plan, and associated program plans--which are
sufficient for a programmatic analysis.

Various commentors have demanded that CALFED provide much greater specificity in various Program elements,
such as water use efficiency measures, the Integrated Storage Investigation, implementation strategy, and so on.
The challenge for CALFED is to produce a plan that defines the broad Programand its impacts withscope

sufficient detail for intelligent decision making and legal sufficiency, without overwhelming the stakeholder
community with detail. There is also a compelling need to complete the programmatic planning phase within
reasonable budgetary and time constraints such that those actions for which substantial agreement exists can begin
implementation. CALFED is criticized for both the lack of project-specific detail and for the overwhelming
amount of inf6rmation provided in the June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR. It is impossible to r~solve the
conflicting imperatives for more detail and less bulk in the same set of documents.

IP-I.I-IS

CALFED disagrees with this assertion. The foundations of any planning process are information about current
conditions, current trends, and reasonable assumptions about the future. The future, of course, is an unknown;
hence, CALFED has sought to establish a reasonablewith planning "bookends" as described inrange
Attachment A in the Programmatic EIS/EIR.

CALFED’s planning is based on existing laws and regulations. The CALFED Program is not based onprocess
assumptions about future legislative activity, other than an expectation that federal and state government funding
will become available. In some areas, with input from its agencies and the stakeholder community, CALFED has
developed proposals for future legislation (~or example, establishment of the water transfer clearinghouse and
creation of the CALFED governance entity).
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IP-1.1-16

The Implementation Plan summarizes some of the high-priority actions proposed for implementation in Stage 1
(the first 7 years) and Stage la (the first 2 years) of Program implementation. The plan includes specific proposals
for augmenting environmental flows--taking into consideration monitoring and research information, water, and
funding availability, and Program priorities (please see Section 2.3, "Ecosystem Restoration," and Section 2.11,
%cience Program"). Please also see Table 3.1. While these actions do not guarantee that all environmental flow
requirements will be met at all times, they do indicate that the Program seeks to advance this goal in the context
of a balanced Program implementation.

IP-l.l-17

to engage stakeholders throughout the CALFED solution area have been more extensive thanCALFED’sefforts
any attempted in previous water resources planning efforts. The CALFED Program will continue to work with
stakeholders and the public in an open and collaborative process in order to develop a solution plan and actions
to restoreenvironmentalhealthandimprove water management in the Bay-Delta system. The CALFED Program
has offered, and will continue to offer, many opportunities for stakeholder involvement--such as BDAC meetings
and work groups, public Policy Group meetings, and public hearing and workshops. Policy Group meetings and
decisionmakinghavebeenpublic since August 1999, and BDAC meetings take place several times a year. Many
BDAC meetings have been held outside Sacramento to increase public access. Specific suggestions for improving
and invigorating that participation process are appreciated and will be incorporated as appropriate.

IP-1.1-18

CALFED has sought to develop, with very broad stakeholder input, a comprehensive, programmatic approach
to problems facing the Bay-Delta system. Correcting those problems requires actions of various kinds, as laid out
in the Preferred Program Alternative and detailed in the program plans defining its elements. Every effort has been
madeto developa plan without broad redirected impacts. However, projects implemented will result in some
change in the environment--be it change in land use, construction or removal of facilities, or reoperation of
existing facilities. Every project has some effect that someone, somewhere could construe as an impact. For
example,constructionof a wastewater treatment plant, which might greatly reduce pollution in a body of water,
would require that the treatment plant be constructed somewhere, thus affecting existing land use on the affected
parcel--be it a natural area, an orchard, or an industrial site. To require no impact of Program actions, anywhere,
on any scale, would effectively paralyze Program implementation.

CALFED assumes that all diverters from the Bay-Delta do so in order to accrue benefits from those diversions.
Theproposed broad-based user fee for water uses is intended to reflect the incremental impact of diversions from
the Bay-Delta system, in order to facilitate a practical means to restore and maintain the system. Such a broad-
based fee needs to be responsive to the relative impacts of the various diversions and their relative water rights
priorities,recognizing that every water user contributes some incremental impact to the Bay-Delta system.
Developing a fair and reasonable broad-based user fee to assure the continued restoration of the Bay-Delta system
will be a complex and difficult undertaking, responsive to the available biologic, hydrologic, and institutional
factors associated with each diversion. (Please also see response IPF 5.0-5.)

IP-l.l-19

CALFED does indeed support the current negotiations that are underway, as well as this approach to resolution
of complex issues in general.
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IP-1.1-20

CALFED disagrees with the commentors’ assessments. The Programmatic EIS/EIR presents alternative impact
assessments of the proposed programmatic documents at a programmatic level. Given the geographicof thescope
Program, the multiple objectives of the Program, the hundreds of potential solution actions, and CALFED’s’
commitment to respect and support local water management goals, it would be logistically impossible to provide
project-level assessments of all possible combinations of implementation actions and their impacts. There are
literally millions of possible combinations of actions, each with a unique combination of benefits and impacts that
could be analyzed. To attempt such a task would be an immense undertaking, with little hope of reaching closure
or of being reviewed and understood by the stakeholder community. CALFED’s strategy has been togroup
planning assumptions so that the aggregate effect of each planning assumption group creates a reasonable
"bookend" for impact analyses. Delta operating criteria, ranges of surface water and groundwater storage
implementation, of implementation of water use efficiency and water transfers, andofranges ranges ecosystem
restoration actions are among the key variables that were grouped for impact analysis of the alternatives. Project-
level environmental assessments and feasibility studies will be tiered off the Programmatic EIS/E]:R.

IP-1.1-22

Please also see common 3. The CALFED Program seeks to restore the Delta as one of its fourresponse ecosystem
co-equal Program purposes. CALFED is proposing the Ecosystem Restoration Program as a means of restoring
and protecting public trust resources. This includes the proposal to acquire additional water from willing sellers
in order to streamflows that will benefit fish and other aquatic as well as acquisition of interestsaugment resources,
in land from willing sellers and cooperative agreements to support ecosystem restoration efforts. CALFED
recognizes that the decline of ecological resources is the result of multiple causes throughout the ecosystem,
including land use changes, introduction of exotic species, introduction of toxic materials, water diversions, dams,
canals, highways, and intensified human use of virtually all aspects of the environment. The Ecosystem
Restoration Program proposes to deal with many of these causes through cooperative, not regulatory means.
Within that framework, CALFED seeks to augment streamflows in key stream reaches on a voluntary and
compensated basis, with appropriate protections for third parties that may be affected by reallocation of water by
these means. Similarly, proposed land use changes will take place on a voluntary, compensated basis in order to

private rights and local economic concerns. Protecting public trust resources in this manner isrespect property
entirely consistent with the California Supreme Court’s direction to protect public trust resources where feasible.

IP-1.1-24

CALFED agrees that education is an important aspect of water conservation, which to a large extent depends on
changing public water use patterns for success. Education is an important element of the Water Use Efficiency
Program. This function is most effectively performed at the local level, where local conditions and specific
opportunities for improving water use efficiency are best understood. CALFED’s programmatic approach is to

local education and outreach efforts with technical support, incentives, grants, and loans. Such technicalencourage
support, incentives, grants, and loans, rather than reliance on a regulatory hammer, are the primary
implementation tools proposed by CALFED for the Water Use Efficiency Program. This approach does not in

limit enforcement of existing laws and regulations, but it is hoped that it will reduce the need for use ofway

the regulatory hammer in the future.

The issue of who should for what is discussed at length in the Financing Plan (Section 5 in the Implementationpay
Plan). The commentor is directed to that document in response to the suggestion that taxpayers not be forced to
pay for the most expensive projects. Please also see response ][P-1.4-1.
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IP- 1.1-25

CALFED agencies and staff share the commentor’s desire to expeditiously develop specific, balanced,
implementable solutions to the problems facing the Bay-Delta and those who depend on it.. What has become clear
in the past 4 years is that those words mean very different things to various stakeholders. No amount ot? staff effort
can paper over the strikingly divergent vision of various stakeholders as to how the Bay-Delta system should be
managed now and in the future. The CALFED process has brought into focus the areas for which there is broad
consensus and those for which there is no consensus. CALFED has sought to build on the areas of agreement with
a staged implementation approach that will tackle the many outstanding, contentious issues in a constructive
manner. The reviewer is also referred to responses IP-l.l-6 and ][P-l.l-10 for further discussion of balance and
meeting local water supply needs.

IP-1.1-26

CALFED and its participating agencies rely extensively on highly sophisticated mathematical models to simulate
various important features of California’s hydrologic processes and its water resources development system. Those
models reach the heart of the water budget concern. CALFED used a variety of models to support its
programmatic analysis including, but not limited to:

¯ DWRSIM - for system operations evaluation,
¯ DWRDSM2 - for Delta simulation modeling,
¯ DWOPR - for flood simulation modeling,
¯ Various spreadsheet models, and
¯ Economic evaluation models.

These tools are constantly updated and refined to accurately portray system conditions and include new data.
Please also see response IP-2.0-3.

IP-1.1-27

After carefully weighing substantial technical analyses; assurances concerns; and the often deeply held, divergent
viewpoints of CALFED stakeholders, CALFED has selected a through-Delta conveyance strategy as part of the
Pret?erred Program Alternative. The isolated conveyance component of the dual-Delta conveyance alternative
(Alternative 3) was judged to be the technically superior alternative in terms of export water quality, export water
supply reliability, and reduced fisheries impacts. However, assurances concerns, particularly with respect to in-
Delta water quality and ensuring Delta levee integrity, were not resolved.

Assurances concerns rendered Akernative 3 unimplementable as a Preferred Program Alternative for the CALFED
Program at this time. Additional information will be obtained during Stage 1 to determine whether water quality
objectives and fish recovery goals can be met and which, if any, additional actions will be necessary to achieve the
Program goals and objectives. If it is determined to be necessary, further technical studies of a dual-Delta
conveyance alternative will be undertaken. The specific decision process and schedule for evaluation and selection
of new approaches will be part of any necessary supplemental programmatic and project-specific environmental
documents.

CALFED’s Delta conveyance strategy is articulated in the Phase I1 Report, with additional specific details on early
implementation actions in Table 3.1 in the Implementation Plan. In the judgment of the CALFED agencies, this
is the greatest level of detail that can be justified at this time, given the lack of current scientific knowledge about
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certain of fisheries impacts, the absence of consensus in the stakeholder community on Deltaaspects conveyance
alternatives, and CALFED’s commitment to apply adaptive management to the solution process.

IP-1.1-28

CALFED has proposed a broad implementation strategy that relies to a large extent on adaptive management,
which in essence means that research and monitoring will be an integral part of each implementation action in
order to determine effectiveness and opportunities for improvement. The Vernalis Adaptive Management Plan
(VAMP), described in the "Meeting Flow Objectives for the San Joaquin River Agreement, 1999-2010" (DWR,
1999), is one detailed example of the application of adaptive applied concurrently with a setrecent, management
of fisheries improvement actions.

To be applied successfully, each action must be accompanied by a carefully structured monitoring and evaluation
program tailored to resolving the critical scientific questions. This project-level detail can be developed only on
a case-by-case basis. It is also not possible at this time to determine who would be in charge, as implementation
will be conducted by numerous local, state, and federal entities. CALFEDthat there be a commitmentproposes
to oversight of this process and has advanced a proposal for long-term governance structure (please see Section 4
in the Implementation Plan).

IP-1.1-29

Because of the Program size and complexity, implementation of the Preferred Program Alternative is anticipated,
to take place over a period of 30 years or more. Initial actions will be implemented during the first 7 years of the
Program. Adaptive management and project-level environmental analysis will allow for Program flexibility.

IP-1.1-30

The Ecosystem Restoration Program recognizes the value of a mosaic of habitat types. The Ecosystem Restoration
Program and the MSCS will implement the restoration of a wide variety of habitat types, but the focus in the
Suisun Marsh will be tidal wetlands.

IP-l.l-31

The specific actions and proposed in the Strategic Plan should be viewed as the detailed discussion ofprograms
the Stage 1 actions for the Ecosystem Restoration Program.

IP-1.1-32

The descriptions of actions associated with the bundles do not completely describe Stage 1 actions for the
Ecosystem Restoration Program. They do describe proposals for the first 2for some, but not all, of theyears
Ecosystem Restoration Program Stage 1 actions. Please refer to the Strategic Plan for a more complete set of
proposals.

IP-1.1-33

The Ecosystem Restoration Program to assist in implementation of the Suisun Marsh diversion screeningproposes
program. Diversions that are selected as the highest priority will be screened first.
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IP-1.1-34

CALFED has placed considerable emphasis and resources on the restoration of the Cosumnes River. However,
the river has not historically supported large numbers of chinook salmon and is not likely to in the future.

IP-1.1-35

The Ecosystem Restoration Program has funded substantial acquisition, restoration, and study along the
Cosumnes and Mokelumne Rivers as a major component of its early implementation effort. More will be done
in Stage 1, as part of the North Delta Program.

IP-1.1-36

Stage 1 is not the only or entire time frame for implementation of the visions for ecological zones contained in
the Ecosystem Restoration Program. Implementation will take place over a period of 30 years or more.

IP-1.1-37

Thank you for your support.

IP-1.1-38

Substantial areas of scientific uncertainty are associated with habitat and entrainment issues in the south Delta.
For this reason, CALFED proposes to implement some actions in the early implementation of Stage 1. Our
purpose is to reduce scientific uncertainty.

IP-1.1-39

If the opportunities are presented by willing sellers, CALFED will pursue them.

IP-1.1-40

CALFED concurs.

IP-1.1-41

The Ecosystem Restoration Program has initiated investigation into these issues and will continue to do so.

IP-1.1-42

CALFED concurs. It is our intent to use the science and research component of the Ecosystem Restoration
Program to address this and the many other issues associated with restoration of natural streamflow processes.

IP-1.1-43

CALFED agrees with the commentor that Program components must be consistent. Actions will be prioritized
to ensure that the most cost-effective and beneficial actions move forward first. The inter-relationships between
Program actions need to be carefully considered in the planning and implementation phases of the Program.
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CALFED has sought to structure the implementationto achieve these goals. For the south Delta,process
CALFED has sought to develop a broad, well-integrated solution approach to the lower San Joaquin River and
south Delta region’s water management and fisheries concerns, which includes substantial flexibility and a broad
set of actions to attack problems from fronts. (Please also see 1~-1.1-6 and IP-2.8-1.)many responses

IP-1.1-44

CALFED agrees with the commentors and is developing such a review process, including peer review for the
Ecosystem Restoration Program and other Program elements. Such a process will itself be subject to review and
refinement throughout the implementation It must be recognized, however, that Program priorities willprocess.
not be driven purely by scientific imperatives. The need to implement policy decisions; the need to assure
appropriate regional and resource priorities; andthe constraints of laws, regulations, and permit requirements may
need to be considered in conjunction with the recommendations of science review panels. The challenge will be
to clearly articulate and debate this blend of science, policy, and regulatory constraints.

IP-1.1-45

The support for this approach is appreciated.

IP-1.1-46

CALFED, through the Ecosystem Restoration Program and the MSCS, does not share the commentors’ pessimism
regarding the ability to recover jeopardized species. However, CALFED does acknowledge the uncertainty of
which measures will be most effective in meeting Ecosystem Restoration Program and MSCS goals. Therefore,
adaptive supported by sound science, monitoring, and adequate funding, will be implemented tomanagement,
evaluate the effectiveness of the measures.

IP-1.1-47

It is very difficult to calculate the value of natural resources. CALFED can and will determine the costs for
mitigation of potential impacts on such resources. CALFED has estimated such costs at a significantly higher
percentage (20% of project costs) than typically used for similar private resource mitigation projects (4-5% of
project costs). Therefore, CALFED has included full mitigation costs using conservative estimates for water
development proposals described in the Program documents, including the Programmatic EIS/EIR.

IP-1.1-48

Please also see common response 5. The comment underscores the challenge of formulating a coherent, specific
suite of alternatives when the scope of the Program, both in terms of geography and subject matter, would allow
for literally millions of combinations of actions. Each of the Program elements, such as the Water Use Efficiency
Program, identifies a large number of potential solution options that can be implemented to various degrees
throughout the CALFED problem and solution area. The Programmatic EIS/EIR discloses these actions and
discusses their potential impacts and benefits, thus meeting its obligation under the National Environmental Policy
Act (1NrEPA) and CEQA. What the document does not do is artificially link specific combinations of the various
program actions with specific storage and Delta conveyance combinations. CALFED chose not to create such
specific action combinations for the simple reason that it is entirely unrealistic to narrowly define alternative
futures for such a complex systerfi. In other words, CALFED’s assertion that the common program elements "do
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¯

not vary" should be construed to mean "do not vary in concert with or as a specific function of the Delta     ~
conveyance alternative."

CALFED did evaluate on a programmatic scale, however, the broad range of effects of selecting future waterI
management strategies, ranging from emphasis on demand management and more restrictive Delta environmental
protections (Criterion A) to a greater emphasis on new system storage and no new environmental protections[]
(Criterion B). The environmental impact evaluation of alternatives was conducted with both Criterion A and
Criterion B, thus capturing a reasonable range of uncertainty and flexibility with respect to implementation of
key Program components. The resultant matrix of evaluations (please see Attachment A in the Programmatic[]
EIS/EIR) appropriately captures the range of alternatives on a programmatic scale. (Please also see response
IP-l.l-20.)

IP-1.1-49 !

Such a detailed evaluation of the isolated conveyance component would occupy as much text as the entire[]
Programmatic EIS/EIR and would go well beyond the appropriate level of detail for a programmatic document.
During the course of alternative formulation, CALFED staff has conducted fairly extensive modeling of various
dual-conveyance strategies and has made the results of those studies available to the public both in hard copy and[]
through CALFED web sites. The results of those analyses were summarized in the March 1998 Phase II Interim
Report. The dual-conveyance evaluations recognized that diversions from the south Detta, combined with cross-
Delta flow from the Sacramento River, significantly improved central and south Delta water quality as compared[]
to a no-diversion scenario. This modeling suggested that a minimum diversion rate of approximately 3,000 cubic
feet per second (cfs) was sufficient to protect in-Delta water quality. Please also see common response 16 and
response IP-1.1-27.

1
IP-1.1-50

The export/import (E/i) ratio was formulated as a tool to limit the adverse hydrodynamic and entrainment effectsI
of State Water Project (SWP) and Central Valley Project (CVP) diversions in the south Delta. One of the primary
benefits attributed to the proposed dual-Delta conveyance alternative is that it would divert water upstream of the[]
Delta, thus significantly reducing adverse hydrodynamic conditions and direct entrainment effects. The proposed
relaxation of the E/I ratio would reflect this physical attribute of the dual-Delta conveyance system.

As noted in response IP- 1.1-48, the Programmatic EIS/EIR does analyze the effect of a range of water managementI
criteria, as embodied in the bookend clusters of assumptions (Criteria A and B). It would be impractical to analyze
each protective standard individually, as recommended by the commentor.

!
While assurances are an important dement of the CALFED planning process, it is now dear that a single
comprehensive assurances package will not be included as part of the Programmatic EIS/EIR. Please see response¯
IP-1.1-2 for further discussion of that issue.

IP-I.I-51

I
The proposed actions are included as part of the comprehensive U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)/Califomia
Department of Water Resources 0DWR) flood evaluation and CALFED’s Integrated Storage Investigation. In[]
addition, agencies with dam operating responsibilities periodically review their dam reservation criteria. The
proposed integration of these efforts is a reasonable recommendation. The proposed analysis is not necessarily an
alternative to evaluation of new storage opportunities but should be and will be conducted concurrently. The real

1
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is what level of detail and these reevaluations of will bequestion to integration existing storagefacilityoperations
conducted.

IP-1.1-52

Without exception, the proposed concepts and actions have been provided to CALFED through the alternative
formulation and evaluation of these and actions have been incorporated into CALFED’sconcept.Many concepts
program plans and the Programmatic EIS/EIR; others have been modified or left out in an effort to develop a
practical Preferred Program Alternative consistent with CALFED’s solution principles.

One theme that appears throughout this comment is the need for explicit, detailed assurances for environmental
restoration, beyond that which is provided by the existing regulatory framework. CALFED’s response to
assurances concerns for various stakeholders is provided inIP-1.1-2, and the commentor is referred toresponse
that response. Another theme that appears throughout this comment is the need to fully take advantage of
primarily "soft path" water management tools to meet urban and agricultural water requirements, with a need to

Bay-Deka diversions atlevel below current levels.cap system a

CALFED has considered such an approach as part of its extensive, interactive, integrated water management
analyses. While the details of CALFED’s Water will continue evolve theManagementStrategy to comingover

years, the CALFED agencies believe that all available tools, including additional surface storage, must be
considered for implementation. CALFED also believes that a cap on exports, below current levels, would make
it extremely difficult to achieve balanced solution and is thereforeaction of lasta resolE.

In addition to this overview response, CALFED has responded to some specific elements of this comment, as
follows: 11P-l.l-2, IP-I.I-ll, IP-1.1-26, IP-1.1-32, IP-l.4-1, 1~-2.0-1, [P-2.0-3, and IP-2.8-2.responses

IP-1.1-53

The purpose of the Programmatic EIS/EIR is to evaluate the environmental consequences of the CALFED
Program at a programmatic level in order to support the CALFED lead agencies in their decision of whether to

the Preferred Alternative of the other alternatives evaluated in the document.adopt Program Adoptionor one

of the CALFED Program does not include the discretionary decisions to proceed with those early implementation
projects for ecosystem restoration that have been funded through the CALFED Program during the last several

Each of these has been justified independent of the and subject its environmentalprojects Programyears. to own

review, where legally required. Please see response IP 4.3-1 that describes funding for early implementation of
ecosystem restoration projects and the environmental review requirements imposed on each project. The

impacts early implementation ecosystem projects, along Ecosystemcumulative of the restoration withtheoverall
Restoration Program, are evaluated in the Programmatic EIS/EIR. Neither NEPA nor CEQA require the
Programmatic EIS/EIR to enumerate every early implementation project. This information, however, is publicly
available from the CALFEDProgram.

IP-1.1-54

The regulatory framework within which the CALFED Program will act, as well as the mariner in which the
Program will comply with applicable environmental laws, are discussed in Chapter 8 in the Programmatic
EIS/EIR. The affected environment, existing environmental conditions, is described in each chapter thator
addresses a natural resource or impact category. For example, the affected environment/existing conditions
pertaining to wildlife are set forth in Section 6.2, which addresses impacts on vegetation and wildlife. It is unclear
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how the recommended "regulatory baseline" would differ from or add to the regulatory framework description
or the affected environment/existing conditions descriptions provided in the Programmatic EIS/EIR.

The comment does not specify which species are intended when the comment refers to species "eligible" for listing.
Under both state and federal Endangered Species Acts (ESAs), an individual species may be listed through a
regulatory process that culminates in a formal determination of whether the species is threatened or endangered.
If a species is determined to be threatened or endangered, it is added to the list of threatened species or endangered
species, as appropriate. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS),
and California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) may propose a species for listing. In addition, any member
of the public may propose a species for listing under state and federal ESAs. Please refer to Title 50, CFR
Section 424.01 et seq. for an explanation of the process to list a species under the federal ESA, and to Title 14 CCR
Sections 670.1-670.5 for the process under the California ESA. The CALFED Program will not limit or supplant
these processes. The commentor may propose for listing any species that the commentor regards as eligible for
listing without regard to the CALFED Program.

However, listing additional species would provide little, if any, benefit in achieving the objectives of the CALFED
Program. The MSCS and the Ecosystem Restoration Program propose to protect both species that are listed under
state or federal law and species that are not listed. The federal ESA provides for citizen enforcement lawsuits
concerning species listed thereunder. This is not in itself, however, a sufficient reason to list additional species.
CALFED is committed to implementing the CA_LFED Program. Additional citizen enforcement suits under the
federal ESA are not necessary for, and may conflict with, this purpose.

IP-1.1-55

CALFED was established, in part, to reduce the contentious legal battles centering on the management and use
of the Delta’s water resources. Creating additional opportunities for litigation concerning the implementation of
CALFED would likely increase and intensify these legal battles. Enabling legal action where CALFED is unable
to meet specific objectives--such as Ecosystem Restoration Program/conservation objectives, water quality
objectives, and water supply reliability objectives--is not consistent with the purpose of the CALFED Program.

At present, the precise nature, location, and timing of Stage 1 actions are unknown. The Programmatic EIS/EIR
is a programmatic document and does not analyze specific Stage 1 actions. Please see common response 1. Stage
1 actions must comply with CEQA and NEPA independently, although such compliance may be tiered from the
Programmatic EIS/EIR. When Stage 1 actions are identified and defined, they will be subjected to appropriate
further environmental review. Likewise, the extent to which specific Stage I actions may affect listed species and
may require authorization under the federal ESA or the California Natural Community Conservation Planning
Act (NCCPA) is not known at present. Incidental take permits will be required for any CALFED action that may
take a listed species and is not subject to the discretionary authority of a federal agency. All CALFED actions that
may take a listed species and are subject to the discretionary authority of a federal agency must obtain an action-
specific biological opinion in accordance with the MSCS.

The commentor’s objection to the programmatic biological opinions appears to be based on the assumption that
the programmatic biological opinions will authorize take of listed species. This is not so. The programmatic
biological opinions will not authorize take of listed species. Take will be authorized, where appropriate, through
the streamlined compliance process described in the MSCS. The MSCS compliance process requires appropriate
additional environmental review for Stage 1 actions that will affect listed species or other species evaluated in the
MSCS. Assurances will be provided for specific Stage 1 actions only after subsequent appropriate environmental
review has been conducted to comply with CEQA, NEPA, the ESA, and the NCCPA.
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The federal habitat conservation plan (HCP) will be used for CALFED actions that notprocess Program are

subject to the discretionary authority of a federal agency. Assurances will be provided for such actions in
accordance wkh the federal "no surprises" rule. (Please see Federal Register: February 23, 1998 [Volume 63,
Number 35] 8859-8873; [http://endangered.fws.gov/r/f980223.html].) Most Ecosystem RestorationPP.
Program actions will be subject to the discretionary authority of a federal agency. For most Ecosystem Restoration
Program actions, a federal agency will either carry out the action, provide funding, or issue a permit necessary to

out the action. Some Ecosystem Restoration Program actionsbe carried out by private entities withoutcarry may

federal funding and may not require a permit from a federal agency. If such an action may take a listed species, the
federal HCP process will be used to authorize the take.

If new surface storage was constructed, a permit under the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) would be required,
federal funding would likely be used, and a federal agency such as the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation)
or the Corps would possibly construct some or all of the project. Consequently, the HCPwould not beprocess
used.

IP-1.1-56

CALFED agrees; however, Table 3.1 has been revised to delete the column in question (Implementing Agency).
No additional action isnecessary.

IP-1.1-57

The CALFED agencies are developing a plan to address four inter-related resource management issues.
Implementation of the plan may require new law or changes in existing law. Implementation of the plan probably
will require appropriations from the state and federalgovernments.

Regarding substantive and administrative changes, CALFED agencies are reviewing current law to determine the
amount of discretion in current law and whether new law or changes in the existing law are needed foragency
implementation of the proposed Program. If changes are needed, the CALFED agencies will propose that
executive branch officials endorse the changes and propose them to the State Legislature and to Congress.

Regarding appropriations, the CALFED agencies are developing a proposal to finance the expected costs of the
Program. The CALFED agencies expect that state and federal appropriations will be needed. In consultation with
state and federal agencies with fiscal oversight responsibilities, CALFED agencies willthat executivepropose
branch officials endorse the proposed appropriations and propose them to the State Legislature and to Congress.

The proposed appropriations require authorization. If the CALFED agencies willmay separatestatutory sO,

include such authorizations in the changes proposed to executive branch officials. The CALFED agencies, as units
of the executiv~ branch of government, are not empowered to enact or modify statute law or to appropriate funds.
Therefore, a commitment from the CALFED agencies for enactment of federal and state legislation would be
inappropriate.

IP-1.1-58

The ROD for the CALFED Program will describe the programmatic elements of the Program. The Program as
developed is not a regulatory Therefore, the ROD for the Program will not impose conditions,program.
regulatory requirements, or resource management prescriptions.
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Agencies participating in development of the CALFED Program will continue to follow statutes governing both
the scope of their regulatory authorities and the process for adoption of conditions, regulatory requirements, and
resource management prescriptions.

IP-1.1-59

The CALFED Program as developed is a proactive program to address resource management issues. As such, the
Program is subject to regulatory requirements. The CALFED Program is not a regulatory program that imposes
requirements. Therefore, implementation of the Program by state and federal agencies is not properly viewed as
adherence to a set of requirements.

Chapter 8 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, "Applicable Laws, Policies, and Plans and Regulatory Framework,"
describes how the CALFED Program complies with all regulatory requirements that have been identified to date.

IP-1.1-60

Reduction in TDS is one of the primary objectives of the water quality program. Please see Section 7, "Salinity"
(hence TDS) in the Water Quality Program Plan. Please also see responses IA-5.3-1 and WQ-3.5.5-2.

1.2 Strategies for Addressing Cross-Cutting Implementation Issues: Addressing Technical, Regulatory,
and Policy Concerns

IP-1.2-1

CALFED has summarized the key existing regulatory programs and proposed approaches to coordinated
compliance with them in the Phase II Report. In addition, coordinated compliance with federal and state ESA
requirements is discussed in the MSCS. CALFED is also developing programmatic compliance guidance for
Section 404 of the CWA, as well as for Section 401 compliance. While these actions will not eliminate conflicts
nor provide absolute assurances of regulatory certainty, they do provide tools for resolving regulatory concerns
more efficiently and constructively than if they were dealt with individually.

IP-1.2-2

The draft language in question is subject to negotiation and change in a process (the Section 404 memorandum of
understanding [MOU] process) designed to clarify and advance programmatic regulatory compliance for various
actions that might be undertaken as part of the Program. It is anticipated that surface storage and conveyance
components will be the most difficult to permit, because these projects are located in or near wetlands, streams,

rivers, or other "waters of the United States" and may result in significant impacts. There is a regulatory
presumption that alternatives for achieving project purposes exist that do not affect wetlands and waters of the
United States. Overcoming this presumption requires a demonstration, to the satisfaction of the regulatory
agencies, that all less environmentally damaging practicable alternatives have been fully implemented. The
suggested language changes will be considered as the MOU language is negotiated. The MOU development process
will be completed with stakeholder review and participation, although the regulatory agencies will not cede any
statutory authority to this process.

!
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IP-1.2-3

CALFED will comply with Proposition 204 requirements for balanced implementation as specified in
Section 78684.12 of the California Water Code, which sets conditions on the disbursement of $390 million for
ecosystem restoration actions. CALFED is also conducting, in cooperation with other state and federal agencies,
an Integrated Storage Investigation to address surface and groundwater storage planning concerns. As noted in

~-1.2-2, CALFED is also working to establish the permitting framework for future Program actions,response
particularly storage and conveyance projects. Under current law, final permit actions for new surface storage can
be taken only after the completion of project-specific feasibility investigations and environmental impact
evaluations.

IP-1.2-4

As summarized in the Implementation Plan and detailed in the Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment, and
Research Plan (CMARP), monitoring and adaptive management are integral elements of the CALFED Program
implementation.

IP-1.2-5

CALFED’s Water Management Strategy and Implementation Plan both implicitly recognize the greater flexibility
provided by water use efficiency, water transfers, groundwater management, and other actions. Although surface

provide larger increments of it too can contribute to operational flexibility (pleasestoragemay water, system see
the EWA in the Phase II Report). It is not necessary to include a comparative analysis of the various water
management tools’ compatibility with adaptive management. Instead, proposed Stage i actions propose substantial
early investment in water use efficiency, water transfers, groundwater and other actions. Thesemanagement,
broad-based water management actions will rely to a large extent on adaptive management to provide tools for
modifying implementation based on what is learned during implementation of individual actions. For adaptive

to be applied successfully, each such action must be accompanied by a carefully structuredmanagement
monitoring and evaluation program that is tailored to resolve the critical scientific questions. This project-level
detail can be developed only on a case-by-case basis. However, CALFED also recognizes that the planning process
for large surface projects takes to complete, and thus deems it prudent to advance thestorage manyyears necessary
environmental and feasibility studies in order to ensure that such storage options are implementable in the
framework of’the Water Management Strategy and the regulatory compliance requirements. Please also see

PH2: 3.6.1-26.response

IP-1.2-6

CALFED is committed to full compliance with all applicable laws and regulations in the planning process, which
for a major project such as new surface storage is necessarily a lengthy and complex process because of the many
environmental, engineering, economic, and water concerns that must be thoroughly assessed.management
CALFED seeks to develop a framework for a coordinated approach to the analysis of surface water and
groundwater storage (the Integrated Storage Investigation), and to streamline the regulatory compliance process
(especially the CWA, Section 404). CALFED is committed to inter-agency coordination on the planning efforts
for all major Program components. This approach will not guarantee that specific projects will be constructed but
will provide a more reliable and streamlined framework for planning than was previously available. Please also
see PH2:3.6.5-45.response

! CALFED Implementation Plan
Sections I-4                                              [P-19                           Response to Comments, Volume II

!
C--028078

C-028078



IP-1.2-7

CALFED has gone well beyond the normal level of detail for programmatic EIS/EIR documentation endeavors
and has described alternative actions, their benefits, and impacts that may accrue. Despite the large geographic
scope and complexity of the Program, CALFED has defined a fairly specific range of potential impacts based on
a systematic grouping of assumptions about Delta protective actions, water demands, and action alternatives. While
it would be highly desirable to reach complete agreement among CALFED agencies and stakeholders on the issues
of governance, finance, and assurances, these are not legally required components of the Programmatic EIS/EIR
and Programmatic ROD. The level of definition achieved on these issues by the time of the Programmatic ROD
will primarily be a function of the degree to which GALFED agencies and stakeholders find areas of agreement
that can then be formalized by CALFED. In addition, GALFED is continuing to refine its Water Management
Strategy to include more information on how surface and groundwater storage can fit into the system. This
refinement will include opportunities for public review and comment.

1.3 Governance

IP-1.3-1

CALFED agrees and hence has devoted considerable effort to formulating a proposed interim and long-term
governance structure for the Program, as detailed in Section 4, "Governance," in the Implementation Plan.

1.4    Finance

IP-1.4-1

The Programmatic EIS/EIR and companion documents do not spell out with specificity who the Program
beneficiaries are and how the Program costs will be allocated among users. As noted in the Financing Plan
(Section 5 in the Implementation Plan), a fundamental principle for allocation of Program costs is that beneficiaries
should pay the cost of benefits received. The plan recognizes the difficulty of applying this principle in practice
and indicates that policy judgments and negotiations will be necessary tO establish Program financing. During
implementation, it is anticipated that Program financing will be achieved through a series of inter-dependent
actions, including bond measures, legislative appropriations, user fees, and other mechanisms. For individual
projects, the level of detail for project-specific funding will be commensurate with the level of project planning
(Please also see response IPF 5.6-1).

IP-1.4-2

CALFED agrees that it would be preferable to have all details of a complex plan laid out at the outset, so that all
stakeholders can fully weigh their benefits and allocated costs. However, the current Program plan, including the
Financing Plan, is programmatic in nature, designed to be implemented in stages over 30 years or more. The
CALFED agencies believe that it is unrealistic to seek to develop a complete, highly detailed Financing Plan prior
to the Programmatic ROD for the programmatic planning phase of the Program. However, stakeholders will have
full opportunities to evaluate the costs and benefits of individual Program components during the project- level
planning phase for each component.

!
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Stage 1 costs are documented in Section 5 in the Implementation Plan. The table indicated that the $2 million
figure is for both recycling and water conservation. Projected expenditures have been revised and be foundcan
in Section 5, "Financing Plan." CALFED shares the commentor’s interest in assuring that expenditures are well
balanced and cost effective.

The treatment, and disposal of hazardous wastes and investigation and remediation of environmentalstorage,
contamination from hazardous wastes and/or hazardous substances are already regulated by a variety of federal
and state laws and regulations, including the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act; Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (Superfund); National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan; California Health and Safety Code; California Code of Regulations; and California
Water Code. Those laws and regulations include many of the concepts that the commentor recommended.
Therefore, The CALFED agencies believe that these concerns are adequately regulated byauthorities.separate

1.5    Implementation Actions

CALFED appreciates this invitation and will consider the city, along with other potential locations, taking into
consideration an appropriate range of factors, such as proximity to implementation sites, suitable access, available
sites, proximity to population centers, and so on.

2. Stage 1 Actions

As described in Section 2 in the Implementation Plan, CALFED has proposed specific actions for Stage 1 to
achieve balanced Program implementation with benefits in water supply reliability, water quality, leveesystem
integrity, and ecosystem quality. In many cases, the benefits of implementation are quantifiable; in others, the
benefits will vary depending on the level of implementation, the resuks of research, and development of optimal
solution approaches based on adaptive The degree of in Stage 1 will also highly depend onmanagement. progress
the funding that becomes available to support the implementation process.

The commentor’s observation on the duration of time required to complete Stage i actions is probably correct.
The time estimates were based on the assumption that there are no major technical, logistical, financial, or political
issues to halt progress. In other words, the duration estimates were the most optimistic that could be justified by
estimates of the actual effort required to complete each action. CALFED agrees that accuracy, completeness, and
scientific evaluations must be implementation priorities.

IP-2.0-3

CALFED does not doubt the value of laying out a water budget that explicitly identifies all budget elements. To
the extent feasible, CALFED’s analysis is based on such a water budget accounting, which takes into account
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existing hydrologic features of the system, existing and proposed operating criteria, existing and proposed facilities,
and explicit assumptions about the potential effectiveness of structural and nonstructural water management
efforts. Since future hydrologic conditions are unknown, historical hydrologic records are used as samples of
potential future years, with the full recognition that each new year is unique and inherently unpredictable. No
matter how detailed and explicit the modeling/water budget accounting process, the best we can do is make
educated guesses about the potential range in future hydrologic conditions, effectiveness of water management
measures, and economic conditions. Accordingly, CALFED has sought to bracket the range of potential outcomes
and impacts by grouping assumptions under Criterion A and Criterion B, as described in Attachment A in the
Programmatic EIS/EIR. (Please also see response IP-1.1-26.)

2.4    Water Use Efficiency

IP-2.4-1

The Implementation Plan is a programmatic-level document that will guide more specific implementation efforts.
During Stage 1, the Water Use Efficiency Program will work with local and regional agencies on strategies to
address impediments to water recycling and may incorporate some of the commentor’s strategies for working
through institutional and public policy hurdles. Cost estimates likely will change during actual implementation
of the CALFED Preferred Program Alternative. The Water Use Efficiency Program will work with local and
regional agencies to refine this estimate.

2.6    Watershed Program

IP-2.6-1

CALFED’s Stage 1 watershed management actions do not identify specific watersheds and projects to be
implemented. The Stage 1 action list, developed with extensive stakeholder input, is designed to establish a fair,
open, efficient, and scientifically defensible approach to implementing watershed restoration actions. Therefore,
the merits of watershed management projects in the Feather River basin will be considered in this process in order
to determine the portion of funding allocated to this component.

2.7    Storage

IP-2.7-1

CALFED has identified actions that will be taken in Stage I to expand storage capacity at existing reservoirs and
strategically located off-stream sites by approximately 950 TAF, and to implement a major expansion of
groundwater storage for an additional 500 TAF to 1 MAF. Decisions to construct groundwater or surface water
storage will be predicated on compliance with all environmental review and permitting requirements, and
maintaining balanced implementation of all Program elements.

Surface storage facilities require a substantial period of time to plan, design, and construct, depending on the
proposed project, technical difficulties, impacts, and financing issues. Groundwater storage and conjunctive use
projects are generally less facility-intensive but require extensive local coordination, monitoring, and modeling
prior to construction. During Stage 1, CALFED--in cooperation with local partners--will complete feasibility
studies and initiate environmental review and permit application processes for storage projects, as described in the
Phase 11 Report. It is anticipated that construction of new storage projects will be initiated later in Stage 1, if all
conditions are met. Please also see common response 4.
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IP-2.7-2

The support is appreciated.

2.8    Conveyance

IP-2.8-1

The Programmatic EIS/EIR includes a Preferred Program Alternative that is consistent with the programmatic
nature of the document (please see common 1). In the June 1999 Draft Implementation Plan, CALFEDresponse
recommended a preferred alternative to be evaluated along with other alternatives in the project-level
environmental documentation for south Delta facilities improvements, in order to help identify and resolve the
various technical and policy issues surrounding the south Delta. CALFED made its recommendation with the best
available information at the time, including a recognition of the uncertainty involving many aspects of that
information, and with detailed information regarding stakeholder concerns and interests.

Based on operational experience over the past several months, input from the stakeholder community, ongoing
coordination with the Corps/DWR Comprehensive Flood Control Study, and progress with our technical studies,
the CALFED agencies believe that it is appropriate to reevaluate the specific recommendations withtorespect
south Delta facilities improvements. Therefore, the south Delta preferred alternative has been removed from the
Implementation, Plan. Various alternatives will be evaluated in a project-specific environmental document,
including the installation of a fish control barrier at the head of Old River and three flow control structures (on
Old River, Middle River, and Grant Line Canal)--or their functional equivalents. CALFED will pay particular
attention to developing an appropriate implementation sequence, such that incremental actions can provide
balanced improvements across the various resource categories at each implementationIncluded in such anstep.
evaluation will be development of appropriate base conditions for the necessary modeling effort(s). Determining
the appropriate base conditions is a project-specific concern that will be addressed in the project-specific evaluation.
Therefore, it was not to establish such project-specific base conditions for the programmatic evaluation.necessary
However, CALFED understands the shortcomings of its preliminary analysis and will continue to work with
interested stakeholders to establish appropriate base conditions to evaluate alternatives for south Delta facilities
improvements.

GALFED has taken no action on the 1991 agreement between the South Delta Water Agency (SDWA),
Reclamation, and DWR. That was signed by the SDWA and DWR, but not by Reclamation. DWRagreement
has made every effort to complete its obligations under the agreement, including modifying SWP Clifton Court
Forebay gate operations, dredging and installing siphons for Tom Paine Slough, installing temporary barriers as
permits and hydrologic conditions have allowed, and advancing the planningfor facilities.process permanent
CALFED’s current approach is to meet the substantive goals of the settlement agreement with a more
comprehensive range of actions, with the hope that further action to finalize the agreement will be unnecessary.

CALFED acknowledges and shares stakeholder concerns regarding the effectiveness and potential impacts of the
various proposed actions. However, there is substantial flexibility in the recommended approach to ensure that
south Delta water quality and supply availability are not affected, despite higherrates during certain periodsexport

of the year and a new pumping regime designed to accommodate screening of the SWP and CVP intakes.
Specifically, a south Delta facilities improvements project purpose statement has been developed that states:

The purpose of the South Delta Improvements Project is to improve the reliability of the existing
State Water Project facilities and operations within the south Delta, while ensuring that water of

CALLED Implementation Plan
Sections 1-4 IP-23 Response to Comments, Volume II

C--028082
(3-028082



adequate quantity and quality is available for diversion to beneficial use within the South Delta
Water Agency’s service area; and to contribute to restoring the ecological health of aquatic
resources in the lower San Joaquin River and south Delta.

Project purpose statements have been developed for the other actions planned in the lower San Joaquin River and
south Delta. In addition, the CALFED approach calls for a comprehensive group of actions, which would directly
or indirectly benefit the south Delta region, including the SDWA service area. That approach includes the
evaluation and, where practical, implementation of solutions to the problem of low dissolved oxygen in the lower
San Joaquin River.

In summary, CALFED has sought to develop a broad, well-integrated solution approach to the lower San Joaquin
River and south Delta region’s water management and fisheries concerns, which includes substantial flexibility,
opportunity for continued stakeholder input, application of adaptive management, and a broad set of actions to
attack problems from many fronts.

IP-2.8-2

CALFED agrees that these actions, as well as nearly all Delta actions are controversial and require appropriate
permits before they can move forward. The Implementation Plan should have made clear that the Programmatic
EIS/EIR and the accompanying appendices define a broad vision with specific suggestions for Stage 1
implementation actions. However, all proposed actions need to undergo appropriate project-level feasibility and
environmental review and permits approval before implementation, with full opportunity for public review and
comment. Therefore, inclusion in the Stage 1 action list does not guarantee that a particular action will proceed;
it is merely an indication that the action is considered by CALFED to be important, urgent, and potentially
implementable. The list of Stage 1 actions will be updated based on comments received, Program development,
projected funding, and the evolution of CALFED’s implementation priorities. The proposed conveyance actions
that one commentor recommends for deletion are actions that may provide significant improvements in Delta
conveyance, in terms of water quality, water supply reliability, and fisheries impacts. Therefore, the actions have
not been deleted from the Stage 1 action list as requested.

IP-2.8-3

CALFED agrees with the commentor’s observations. The proposed approach to future decision making is
reasonable but will be subject to change as future events unfold.

IP-2.8-4

CALFED agrees with this recommendation, as reflected in the impact analysis operational assumptions and in the
proposed Stage 1 actions for conveyance. Potential actions include implementation of Joint Point of Diversion,
physical inter-ties between the two systems at the intakes and between the aqueducts, consolidation of screened
intakes, and better operational coordination. Such coordination needs to consider and respect existing water rights
protections for all water users who might be affected by better coordination of export operations.

IP-2.8-5

The statement in question (in Section 5.2.8.1 in the June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EI[R under "Alternative 1 -
Delta Region - Stage") has been deleted; therefore, no action is necessary.
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IP-2.8-6

CALFED Stage 1 actions provide for an evaluation of flow recirculation into the San Joaquin River, using water
from the Delta-Mendota Canal (please see "South Delta Improvements" in the Phase II Report). While it is possible
for this recirculation to contribute to environmental pulse flows, it is unlikely that the recirculation could provide
all the flows needed. To achieve the intended ecosystem benefit, pulse flows require a large volume of water over
a relatively short duration. The rate of flows required is larger than the capacity of the Delta-Mendota Canal. Due
to the programmatic nature of the CALFED Program, no specific decisions have been made concerning the best
way to provide the flows. However, it is likely that the flows will come from willing sellers or water developed
by CALFED Program. The pulse flows are not expected to adversely affect water rights or Delta statutes.

IP-2.8-7

The requested evaluation will be incorporated into the project-specific evaluations for a screened diversion facility
on the Sacramento River.

2.9    Assurances and Institutional Arrangements

IP-2.9-1

As noted in the Implementation Plan, CALFED proposes implementation of an MSCS and notes the need for a
final SWRCB decision on water rights allocations for the Water Quality Control Plan. These are the key elements
for achieving a higher degree of regulatory certainty than current circumstances allow. In addition, one of the key
goals of the Ecosystem Restoration Program is to restore listed and sensitive aquatic species in order to reduce the
conflict between those species needs and the needs of Delta water users. It should be noted that the SWRCB
reserves the right to periodically reassess water rights allocations for the Delta, and thus no permanent, absolute
regulatory certainty can be guaranteed.

3.0 Near-Term (Stage la) Actions

IP-3.0-1

CALFED agrees that the various Stage 1 actions in the south Delta represent key actions that can provide
immediate regional and statewide benefits in terms of water supply reliability, water quality, ecosystem quality,
and levee system integrity. The Programmatic EIS/EIR provides the broad conceptual framework for
implementing these actions and discloses the potential range of impacts and benefits of these actions. However,
final decisions on the implementation of any of these actions requires complete, project-level compliance with
CEQA, NEPA, the CWA, the federal and state ESAs, and all other applicable laws and regulations. Final decisions
therefore cannot be guaranteed at the time of the Programmatic ROD. Depending on the actions, such compliance
requires various levels of project-specific environmental review, ranging from categorical exemptions to full
EIS/EIRs. Where impacts (including secondary and cumulative impacts) are less than significant, certain actions
can proceed to the project approval and implementation stage prior to or concurrent with the completion of the
Programmatic EIS/EIR. However, for most actions with significant impacts, the project-level environmental
documentation will be tiered off the Programmatic EIS/EIR and completed subsequent to the Programmatic
ROD. There are currently no plans for recirculating the Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR.
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IP-3.0-2

CALFED supports the implementation of the San Joaquin River Agreement and the VAMP, with careful annual
monitoring of potential effects on downstream flow and water quality. Any potentially significant adverse impacts
need to be mitigated.

IP- 3.0-3

CAEFED will continue to evaluate potential implementation actions in light of Program obiectives, available
funding, CALFED agency responsibilities, stakeholder input, and the results of monitoring actions that have been
initiated.

4. General Responses

IP 4.0-1

The June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR describes the interim Governance Plan and indicates that CALFED
would develop the long-term governance structure and decision-making processes by the time of the Final
Programmatic EIS/EIR. Development and adoption of an effective long-term governance structure is critical to
the success of the CALFED Program. CALFED has been working with agencies, stakeholders, and the State and
Federal Legislatures to develop a long-term governance structure. A primary function and responsibility of any
long-term governing structure is to provide program integration and balance. CALFED agencies are proposing
the creation of a joint federal-state commission for the long-term governing structure with state, federal,
stakeholder, and tribal representatives. Establishing a new commission will require state and federal legislation.
Therefore, the governance plan is only a proposal at this stage. By including public members on the commission
and holding public meetings, public participation in decision making will be increased.

If legislation is adopted to establish a new commission, consideration will be given to geographic and interest group
representation. In addition, CALFED agencies propose that agencies retain their regulatory authority, but some
program authorities may fall within the scope of the commission and be subject to commission oversight.
Governance is only one aspect of assurances; one must look at all parts of the Program to judge the adequacy of
the assurances provided by the CALFED Program.

IP 4.0-2

As explained in Chapter 1 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, the CALFED Program is a consortium of 18 state and
federal agencies with management or regulatory responsibilities or expertise in the Bay-Delta estuary. Each of these
agencies may carry out a second-tier project or be affected by the Program as it is implemented. At this
programmatic level, it is unknown which agency will have the principal responsibility for carrying out or
approving second-tier projects. It is most likely that the CALFED agencies with the appropriate legislative
authority for each project would implement second-tier projects. Since the proposed CALFED Program actions
are evaluated in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, the analysis may be used by any agency with authority to carry out
parts of the Program in second-tier projects.

As a programmatic planning-level document, the Programmatic EIS/EIR does not analyze site-specific impacts
of future projects at proposed locations and therefore cannot predict with certainty which impacts will occur and
what site-specific mitigation measures are appropriate for second-tier projects. Consequently, the Programmatic
EIS/EIR identifies mitigation strategies, approaches tailored to the types of impacts anticipated as a result of
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CALFED Program projects, that will provide the basis to structure more specific mitigation measures. For each
potentially significant environmental impact, one or more mitigation strategies are identified. These mitigation
strategies will be considered as part of second-tier environmental review by any agency proposing to undertake
projects that are within the of this Programmatic EIS/EIR. Where a second-tier project involves impacts thatscope
are addressed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, the applicable mitigation strategies can be used to formulate site-
specific mitigation measures and enforcement programs. The commitment to consider mitigation strategies, and
to apply and enforce mitigation measures to those strategies, will be included in the ROD for the federalpursuant
lead agencies and the findings adopted by the California Resources Agency. In addition, any state or federal project
funded through legislation that provides for projects to be consistent or in accord with the CALFED Program will
need to demonstrate compliance with this mitigation monitoringas set forth in the Mitigationprogram,
Monitoring Plan adopted at the time of the ROD and certification of the Programmatic EIS/EIR.

Prior to the establishment of the long-term governing structure, the CALFED Policy Group will be the forum
in which the agencies coordinate and collaborate on Program implementation. In the interim, authority to
implement the CALFED Program will continue to reside with the CALFED agencies. The CALFED Program
does not alter agency’s existing authority, does not delegateagency’s authority, and does not supplantany any any
existing regulatory authority. In addition to other powers and responsibilities, the CALFED agencies have
authority to participate in this cooperative planning effort.

IP 4.0-3

For the interim period of implementation, stakeholder participation will be provided through public participation
in Policy Group meetings and work groups/technical groups in which stakeholders will participate, and possibly
a new public advisory group. CALFED currently is proposing the creation of a new commission for long-term

of the CALFED Program. Establishing a new commission will require state and federal legislation.governance
As proposed, the commission would include state, federal, stakeholder, and tribal representatives.

CALFED that the governing entity, whether the Policy Group or a new commission, must make theagrees
decisions regarding Program progress, integration, and balance. The new commission would be given the necessary
authority to make corrections or adjustments to the Program, within the limits of the Programmatic EIS/EIR.
This authority will be to ensure that the Program is implemented in a balanced manner and thatnecessary progress
is made in all Program areas. However, CALFED also agrees that the Policy Group or a new commission needs
to be accountable to the public, stakeholders, and State and Federal Legislatures. Decisions should demonstrate

balance and should be done in a public forum with public input.program

IP 4.0-4

NEPA and CEQA are intended to inform decision makers and the public of the environmental consequences of
a proposed action, provide an analysis of alternatives, and ensure consideration of mitigation options. The
governmental or decision-making however, does not cause physical changes to the environment or affectstructure,
the analysis of anticipated impacts, alternatives, or mitigation options. Since the proposed CALFED Program
actions are evaluated in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, the analysis may be used by any agency with authority to

out of the Program in second-tier projects.carry parts

Because this is a programmatic analysis, many of the details of the individual actions within the Program cannot
be analyzed in detail. Consequently, before most actions that areof CALFED’s programmatic decision canpart
be implemented, they will be studied on a project- or site-specific level. The agency implementing a second-tier
project will also be responsible for the environmental review of that project.
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CALFED will continue to work in public forums with stakeholders, the public, and the State and Federal
Legislatures as the governance proposal is refined. Any decision on long-term governance will require legislative
action and, therefore, additional opportunities for public input will be provided.

IP 4.0-5

CALFED has developed a framework for long-term governance ha the Final Programmatic EIS/EIR. Additional
details regarding a new Commission will be developed by the time of the ROD. The proposal will require
legislative changes; therefore, CALFED cannot take action independently to finalize a long-term governance
proposal.

IP 4.0- 6

CALFED agrees that governance of the CALFED Program will require a change in authorities to enable the
integration and coordination of the many programs currently managed by existing state and federal agencies.
CALFED is working with state and federal agencies to determine which programs and funding should be under
the authority of a new commission, if one is created. CALFED also agrees that a strong state/federal partnership
in a CALFED governance structure is critical. Several structural options are being evaluated to determine how
each supports a partnership. However, CALFED does not support a change in regulatory authorities or the
subordination of regulatory authorities to the CALFED Program. Instead, CALFED proposes development of
a program that meets and, in some cases, exceeds regulatory requirements. One of the main functions of the
governing entity for the CALFED Program will be facilitation and coordination between state and federal agencies
where independent regulatory authorities exist--such as the operation of the water projects and protection of
endangered species. CALFED does not propose shifting those authorities under the management of a new entity
but rather increasing the communication and coordination of the actions to reduce conflicts.

4.1 Background

IP 4.1-1

The members of the BDAC represent a broad cross section of interests related to the CALFED Program.
Representation of groundwater interests in the Sacramento Valley is provided by the Northern California Water
Association, Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District, and Community Alliance of Family Farmers. In addition, a
groundwater/conjunctive use technical work group provides the opportunity for stakeholders to provide input
into the Program.

4.2 Program Functions for Implementation Phase

IP 4.2-1

CALFED agrees that coordinated implementation of CALFED programs and close coordination between
CALFED and other programs is an important governance function. This function is one of the primary purposes
of the Policy Group as the interim governing entity and will be a primary function of the long-term governance
entity, in whatever form it is set up.
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The comment does not give a source for the affected agricultural land numbers, but theybe a compilationmay
of several numbers in the Multi-Species Conservation Plan, including: Managed Seasonal Wetlands - 290,125-
300,125 acres; Upland Cropland/Seasonally Flooded Agricultural Land- 353,933-388,933 acres; and the maximum
of 243,000 acres of Important Farmlands that could be converted, as included in Section 7.1 in the Programmatic
EIS/EIR. Adding these numbers to derive an acreage figure for agricultural lands affected by the Program is
erroneous.

¯ The Managed Seasonal Wetlands figures include, for the most part, existing wetlands that would
be improved and are not in agricultural use. The portion that would be newly created wetlands
is already included in the 243,000-acre conversion figure in Section 7.1.

¯ The Upland Cropland/Seasonal Flooded Agricultural Land number will affect, but will not
convert, agricultural lands; economic effects on lands in this category are discussed in Section 7.2.
The June 1999 Ecosystem Restoration Program - "Ecological Attributes of the San Francisco
Bay-Delta Watershed" - on pages 100-168, defines the uses of these areas.

Section 7.1.11 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR contains a number of mitigation strategies that are designed to
minimize the amount of agricultural acreage that is converted to Program uses, including:

¯ Focusing habitat restoration efforts on public lands before converting agricultural land.

¯ Restoring existing degraded habitat as a priority before converting agricultural land.

¯ Using farmer-initiated and-developed restoration and conservation projects as a means of reaching
Program goals.

¯ Siting and aligning Program features to avoid or minimize impacts on agricukure.

Given the location of agricultural lands in the state, the Program could not be successful without some conversion
of agricultural lands to Program purposes.

IP 4.2-2

CALFED has developed a proposal for a long-term governance structure with primary functions of program
oversight, direction, integration, and coordination. CALFED is proposing the creation of a new commission with
sufficient authority over Program priorities and funding for each Program element to ensure achievement of the
Program objectives and Program integration. Establishing a new commission will require state and federal
legislation. The commission would provide a public forum to direct the CALFED Program. In the interim, the
Policy Group will provide the oversight, direction, evaluation, and assessment for the CALFED Program.
Independent evaluation or assessment of the CALFED Program, in the interim and long term, would be provided
by the State and Federal Legislatures. In addition, independent science review of the Program has begun and will
continue as a critical component of the Program. CALFED is not proposing to establish a formal appeals process.
It is expected that public concerns will be voiced through informal appeals to the CALFED Policy Group in the
interim and the new commission in the long term--as well as through public advisory groups, such as the Drinking
Water Council.

For information on CALFED solution principles and third-party impacts, please see common responses 19 and 20.
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4.3 Program Oversight - Governance Structure

IP 4.3-1

Public Policy Group meetings and BDAC meetings have provided and will continue to provide an opportunity
for public input. A principle for designing any long-term governing structure and process is to involve the public
and stakeholders in the decision-making process. We agree that the Delta Protection Commission (DPC) should
be a partner with CALFED in the implementation of the Program, and that CALFED issues and projects of
concern to the DPC should be discussed at the DPC public meetings. A primary function of the current and long-
term governing structures is to provide the integration and balancing between Program areas.

To date, CA_I.FED has funded more than $200 million for early implementation of ecosystem restoration projects
through its Category IT[ grant program pursuant to Proposition 204 and the Bay-Delta Act. All grant agreements
require, as a condition of funding, that the project comply with all applicable laws and regulations, including
NEPA, CEQA, and other environmental permitting requirements. In some instances, CALFED grants have
included funding for preparation of environmental documents that must be completed before undertaking changes
with potentially significant environmental impacts. The applicability of CEQA and NEPA depends on the nature
of the proposal for grant funds. Many CALFED grants have funded education, planning, and research activities
that are not the type of activities that trigger full-scale CEQA or NEPA review. Other proposals receiving grant
funding, such as fish screens, land acquisitions, and physical restorations, have used negative declarations/findings
of no significant impact (FONSIs) or have prepared EIRs or EISs independent from the CALFED Programmatic
EIS/EIR. Other actions also may have been eligible for categorical exemptions/categorical exclusions.

IP 4.3-2

We agree that CALFED should work closely with the DPC, that the implementation of the CALFED Program
in the Delta should be coordinated with the DPC, and that the DPC can provide a useful forum for working with
local agencies and landowners in the Delta. In the early stages of implementation of the Ecosystem Restoration
Program, CALFED has begun to benefit from the coordination with the DPC and has recently added a
representative from the DPC to the Policy Group. The relationship with the DPC should continue to expand as
full implementation of the CALFED Program begins.

IP 4.3-3

CALFED agrees that prior to the ROD, a proposal must be prepared regarding a long-term governance plan and
interim governance implementation. The principles and functions outlined in the draft Governance Plan are being
used to guide the long-term governance proposal. CALFED currently is proposing the creation of a new
commission to replace the PoIicy Group. Establishing a new commission will require state and federal legislation.
The long-term governance proposal is described in Section 4 in the Implementation Plan. Interim operating
agreements (such as an Implementation MOU) will need to be developed by the time of the ROD or early in
Phase

IP 4.3-4

CALFED is currently proposing the creation, by state and federal legislation, of a new commission to provide
Program direction for the CALFED Program. For a detailed description of this proposal, please see revised
Section 4 in the Implementation Plan.
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IP 4.3-5

During the interim period, the Western Area Power Administration (Western) will continue to be represented
on the CALFED Policy Group, which will act as the interim structure. The creation by state andgovernance
federal legislation of a new commission to provide program direction for the CALFED Program currently is being
proposed by CALFED. The proposal includes state, federal, stakeholder, and tribal commission members. The
final decision on membership will rest with the State and Federal Legislatures. If the legislatures establish newa
commission, there is a need to keep the number of members to a workable size. Therefore, it will not be possible
to include all Policy Group members on a new governing board. Because those agencies that are not on the
governing board will need to play a role in implementation of the CALFED Program, possibly contractsstrong
or memoranda of agreement will be needed to define their working relationship to the Program.

IP 4.3-6

CALFED is incorporating local community-based involvement in the interim and long-term governance
structures. The CALFED Watershed Program is designed to provide technical and financial assistance to local
watershed programs and to facilitate coordination among these watershed programs in order to achieve the
CALFED Program objectives. We agree that the program should not be a "top-down" program, rather programs
and projects funded by CALFED should be community based andCALFED priorities and objectives.target

In the interim and long-term governance of the Program, stakeholder and technical work groups (such as the
Watershed Work Group) will be continued for all the including the Watershed Program. Until aprogramareas,
long-term governance structure is in place, the Policy Group will serve as the interim governing structure--along
with the Watershed Work Group and the Interagency Watershed Advisory Team. CALFED proposes the creation
of a public advisory to advise the new commission. CALFED is evaluating the need to create an interimgroup
public advisory group. Any proposal for a new CALFED governing structure will describe the relationship of the
new entity to other existing and proposed entities.

Currently, CALFED is proposing the creation of a new commission to replace the Policy Group and provide long-
term program direction. Establishing a new commission will require state and federal legislation. CALFED

a 12-member commission, with 4 4 federal, and 4 stakeholder positions. Federal and Stateproposes state,
Legislatures would share the authority to appoint the stakeholder positions. The 4 stakeholder positio.ns would
include representatives from agricukural water users, urban water users, environmentalists, and Indian tribes.
Additional detail is found in Section 4 in the Implementation Plan.

IP 4.3-7

As explained in Chapter 1 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, the CALFED Program is a consortium of 18 state and
federal agencies, including the California Department of Food and Agricukure, with management and regulatory
responsibilities expertise in the Bay-Delta CALFED that agricultural interests should beor estuary. agrees
represented in a new governing entity.

IP 4.3-8

CALFED recognizes that local participation and support for implementation of CALFED programs and projects
will be essential. Currently, CALFED is proposing the creation of a new commission to replace the Policy Group
and provide long-term program direction. Establishing a new commission will require state and federal legislation.
CALFED agrees with the need for mechanisms for local involvement. We are working to describe how that
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process will be implemented in the interim and long-term structures. A primary method of local outreach and
involvement in the CALFED Program has been through the Watershed Program. The Watershed Program is
designed to provide technical and financial assistance to local watershed programs and to facilitate coordination
among local programs in order to achieve the CALFED Program objectives. We agree that the program should
not be a "top-down" program, rather programs and projects funded by CALFED should be community based and
target CALFED priorities and objectives.

IP 4.3-9

CALFED is currently characterizing the functions of a policy-level body as providing "program direction and
oversight," and management of the Program elements as "program management." These functions and
responsibilities have been considered when evaluating and selecting the optimal institutional structure for
CALFED implementation. CALFED agrees that clearly assigning the responsibility for meeting Program
objectives and targets is essential. CALFED will continue to work with agencies, stakeholders, and the Legislature
to develop a long-term Governance Plan that successfully addresses these issues. Currently, CALFED is proposing
the creation of a new commission to provide overall direction and oversight. Establishing a new commission will
require state and federal legislation. The proposal, contained in Section 4 in the Implementation Plan, generally
describes the relationship between the commission responsibilities and the management of the Program elements.
In addition, Section 4 describes the authority needed by the commission to effectively oversee and direct the
CALFED Program for 30 or more years.

4.4 Program Element - Governance Structure

IP 4.4-1

In the Final Programmatic EIS/EIR, CALFED has included a description of the problems that the current
institutional structure will present as the Program shifts from planning to implementation. Currently, CALFED
is proposing the creation of a new commission to provide long-term program direction and oversight. CALFED
is reviewing the responsibilities and functions of each Program element to determine what institutional options
would best perform those functions in order to meet Program objectives. CALFED agrees that to meet the
Program objectives, the water supply reliability/water management program needs to integrate many of the
CALFED programs (such as water use efficiency, transfers, storage, and conveyance). In developing the long-term
governance proposal contained in Section 4 in the Implementation Plan, CALFED evaluated the institutional
options for all the Program elements, including water management, and the need for integration and coordination
among the CALFED programs.

4.4.3 Ecosystem Restoration Program

IP 4,4.3-1

During the interim, the Ecosystem Restoration Program will be overseen by the CALFED Policy Group,
managed by the CALFED Program, and implemented by existing agencies, with scientific and public input and
consultation. CALFED has evaluated several governing structures to determine which would best meet the
Ecosystem Restoration Program targets and objectives, and provide the necessary integration with the CALFED
Program as a whole. CALFED has not made a final recommendation regarding Ecosystem Restoration Program
management in the long-term. The Ecosystem Restoration Program is a large and complex program that requires
focused management. CALFED is evaluating how a new commission can effectively provide this management
responsibility. A final proposal for management of the Ecosystem Restoration Program will be provided by the
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time of the ROD or early in Phase lIl. The EWA will be managed by the state and federal fishery agencies
(USFWS, NMFS, and DFG), in coordination with the management of the Ecosystem Restoration Program and
water project operations, and with stakeholder and scientific input. The EWA and the role of the fishery agencies
are described further in the Phase II Report and in Section 4 in the Implementation Plan.

We agree that the Ecosystem Restoration Program and other Program areas need a strong scientific and technical
basis to achieve the Program objectives.

IP 4.4.3-2

The EWA will be managed by the state and federal fishery agencies (USFWS, NMFS, and DFG), in coordination
with the management of the Environmental Restoration Program and water project operations, and with
stakeholder and scientific input. The relationship of the Environmental Restoration Program and the EWA is
described further in Section 4 of the Implementation Plan and the Phase II Report.

IP 4.4.3-3

CALFED agrees that a long-term commitment to manage, operate, and maintain restoration proiects is needed
in order to ensure that Program objectives andof the Watershed and Ecosystem Restoration Programs aretargets
met. Funding for acquisition of lands will need to be accompanied by a commitment to manage, operate, and
maintain those lands for the CALFED purposes. In some cases, lands acquired and restored would become part
of the state wildlife area or federal refuge In other the lands remain in private ownershipsystem system. cases, may
through easements. In the early Ecosystem Restoration Program, financing was provided for land acquisition and
restoration actions. In most cases, ongoing costs for operations and maintenance have been the responsibility of
the project proponent--whether federal, local, or private. The cost-sharing approach for projectstate, ecosystem
operations and maintenance for the long-term implementation of the Ecosystem Restoration Program has not yet
been developed.

IP 4.4.3-4

The CALFED Program intends to rely heavily on local organizations to assist in achieving the CALFED Program
objectives. Locally directed programs and organizations, such as the Senate Bill (SB) 1086 program, will contribute
to the overall success of CALFED by being the primary point of contact for restoration in their local area.
Therefore, CALFED the new entity for the SB 1086 CALFED is providingsupports management program.
assistance in other areas of the state and on tributaries of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers to establish
similar locally based organizations that bring together different interests.

IP 4.4.3-5

CALFED with comment that the of an appointed board would be increased if the termsagrees your autonomy
of the appointments were staggered rather than serving at the pleasure of the Governor. Currently, CALFED is
proposing a new joint state and federal commission with 12 members equally divided between state agency, federal

and public members. The members would be specifically designated in the authorizing legislationagency, agency
and would be high-level officials of their organizations, such as USFWS and The Resources Agency. It is expected
that the Governor or the President would appoint public members. The length of the terms for the public
members has not been proposed. Wethat when considering the the need to the appointmentsagree terms, stagger
is an important consideration. In addition to providing the overall direction and oversight for the CALFED
Program, CALFED is evaluating the ability of a commission to manage the Ecosystem Restoration Program. A
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final proposal for management of the Ecosystem Restoration program will be provided by the time of the ROD
or early in Phase I~. Thank you for your comment in support of the CALFED Science Program.

4.4.5 Water Use Efficiency Program

IP 4.4.5-1

We agree that all barriers to water recycling should be evaluated, not only the financial and technical ones. In
Stage 1 ot? the Program, CALFED proposes that legal, institutional, and funding limitations for agricultural and
urban water recycling be resolved. The identification of the barriers to recycling and the method for removing
the barriers are still being developed by CALFED and will not be included in the Final Programmatic EIS/EIR.
The criteria and factors to be used in awarding financial assistance for water recycling will be developed during
Stage 1. Public review and input will be sought in the development of the criteria. CALFED agrees that the
Department of Health Services should be actively involved in the CALFED water recycling program.

!
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I 5.0 Financing Plan

I       0.     General Responses

I IPF 5.0-1

Since this is a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR), the

I specifics for designing and financing the specific components of each have not been finalized; however,program
principles and strategies are being developed to help guide the CALFED Bay-Delta Program (Program) in making
sound funding decisions during its implementation. Chapter 5 in the Implementation Plan (Financing Plan)

I contains the initial framework for developing a Program Financing Plan. This plan is a programmatic document,
however, and is designed to highlight key issues and principles that will guide financing decisions over the 30-year
life of the Program. It is not intended to be a complete, highly detailed finance plan.

I
The Financing Plan contains a discussion of historical cost-sharing, cost-allocation procedures; proposed cost-
sharing scenarios; cost estimates for Stage 1 of Program implementation; and a preliminary identification of classes

I of beneficiaries for each of the Program elements. More detail be provided by the time the Record ofmay
Decision (ROD) is signed.

I Further, implementation of financing for the CALFED Program will depend on continuedany arrangement
cooperation among all parties, including the Congress, the California Legislature, and perhaps county boards of
supervisors and water district governing boards. CALFED recognizes the need for a mix of funding sources, which

I might include appropriations of funds, creation of special funds, imposition of fees tothose funds, andsupport
approval of bond acts; but none of the CALFED agencies may spend government revenues without explicit
statutory authority. The consequence is that the CALFED agencies can only propose a financing plan; we cannot

i implement a financing plan without continuing legislative action.

IPF 5.0-3

I
Specifics surrounding financing for the Program, such as identified funding for specific projects, will be determined
during implementation of the Program. The Financing Plan contains general principles to guide funding during

i implementation. CALFED has taken into account its obligations to comply with the commitments included in
the state’s area-of-origin laws. For more information on area-of-origin concerns, please refer to common

I
response 13.

IPF 5.0-4

I The law does not require that funding for each must be equal, as some comments CALFEDprogram suggest.
agrees that a balanced financing plan with funding from a variety of sources, including state, federal, and user
money, will be necessary for successful implementation of the Program. CALFED also agrees that all of the

I Program elements should during implementation of the Program and that implementation of Programprogress
actions should be balanced among the Program elements. This does not mean, however, that each Program
element must spend the same amount of money.

I       The cost estimates for Stage 1 are based on the funds that would be necessary to adequately fund each component
of the CALFED Program during the first 7 years of implementation. These projected expenditures do not
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represent total funding for the life of the Program, and some Program elements involve more capital costs than
others. Education, coordination, and research are not nearly as expensive as capital construction projects. A
comparison of Program elements in terms of Stage 1 cost estimates is not a valid test for determining balance in
the priorities for the Program. It would be irresponsible and inefficient to commit more funding than necessary
to a Program element in Stage 1 simply because another program costs more. It cannot be assumed that one
Program element is inadequately funded because it has a smaller budget than another program. The Water
Transfer Program, for example, involves only administrative costs. It does not make sense to boost the budget
for the Water Transfer Program because its budget is not as large as the other Program elements.

CALFED’s Financing Plan is not based on artificially funding Program elements to equalize cost estimates and
budgets. Instead, the Financing Plan is designed to find ways to adequately fund the Program in order to meet the
goals and objectives of the Program while still meeting the Program solution principles that any solution must
be affordable, equitable, implementable, and durable; reduce conflicts in the system; and pose no significant
redirected impacts. For comments related to funding for storage, please also see ]~F 5.7-1.

IPF 5.0-5

The principle that no redirected impacts result from the Program refers to any adverse impacts from projects, not
funding decisions. The principle does not mean that anyone who is asked to pay for the Program is "harmed" and
therefore should not have to pay under the no redirected impacts principle.

¯
CALFED has adopted a beneficiaries pay principle to allocate the costs of the Program. This principle should
prevent those who do not benefit from unfairly being asked to pay. There will be many beneficiaries from the
CALFED Program, including water users and the public. A mixture of funding, including taxpayer money for
projects with broad public benefits, will be needed for Program implementation. The CALFED agencies believe
that this approach is both fair and consistent wkh the no redirected impacts principle.

One comment also suggests that the cost of participating in the CALFED process (for example, the cost of
attending CALFED-related meetings) imposes redirected economic impacts. CALFED disagrees with this
comment. These costs are not redirected economic impacts. The principle of no redirected impacts does not imply
that any cost a stakeholder incurs during the CALFED process should be compensated.

IPF 5.0-6

As the comment indicates, some market transactions have already occurred in California and a legal framework
has been established for them, including protection of the water rights of the selling entity. Therefore, it is likely
that water districts and wholesalers already compare, at least to some degree, the cost of potential water purchases
with the cost of new storage. Provided that new storage is not publicly subsidized, these comparisons with market
signals have the desirable outcome mentioned by the commentor. From the standpoint of public planning, benefit-
cost analyses of future storage facilities will be in a position to take into account the cost of water as revealed by
market transactions. In addition, a number of modeling efforts have been undertaken to estimate the value of
water in current uses (for example, agriculture) both with and without a functioning water market in place (for
example, the CVPIA PEIS). It is expected that these modeling efforts can play a role in future planning decisions.

The CA_LFED Economic Evaluation of Water Management Alternatives (EEWMA) report has also addressed this
issue. Please refer to that report for more information.
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IPF 5.0-7

CALFED agrees with your comment. CALFED has adopted a beneficiaries pay principle to allocating costs, in
which beneficiaries of the would share in the The CALFED believe that this principleProgram cOStS. agencies
would lead to more efficient choices of projects and less public subsidies. Public fiands would be used, combined
with user fimding, to implement CALFED actions. CALFED has also considered a broad-based user fee to help
fund actions.Program

IPF 5.0-8

The authorization of public ~unds is not undermining the effort to develop a financing plan based on beneficiaries
pay, as your comment suggests. CALFED recognizes the need for a mix of funding sources with funding from

groups, including state, user ~unding. funding sources may notbeneficiary federal,and Allof these beav~able
concurrently; however, this does not mean that opportunities for ~unding should not be sought as they arise.
Judgment on the success of beneficiaries pay will depend on the final share of costs for Program implementation,
not on ~unding sources toinitial date.

IPF 5.0-9

CALFED agrees with the comment, and the suggested change has been made in the document.

5.1 Def’mitions

IPF 5.1-1

The Financing Plan contains a preliminary identification of classes of beneficiaries for each of the Program
elements. Because this is a programmatic document, the Financing Plan does not attempt to define specific
beneficiaries of the beneficiaries of will be identifiedProgram;however, projects duringProgramimplementation,
when the site-specific planning documents are prepared. For more information on the beneficiaries pay principle,
please refer to common response 9.

5.2    Historical Context for State and Federal Cost-Sharing

IPF 5.2-1

Effective cost shares depend on repayment terms (interest rates and the time period for repayment). The effective
shares for federal have been low the of The citesCOSt projectwaterhistorically (in 10-15%).range commentor

even lower rates of repayment for federal irrigation water and requests that the Financing Plan be revised to reflect
these rates. The intent of the historical background section of the Financing Plan, however, was to show the
relatively repayment project water,not to cite any specific cost Forlow levelsof for federal effective shares. this
reason, a range was used rather than a specific number. The CALFED agencies appreciate the information
contained in your comment but believe that the purpose was served by the original numbers contained in the June
1999 Plan.Financing

IPF 5.2-2

The CALFED agencies believe’ that the Financing Plan adequately addresses your concerns, as they relate to
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CALFED, in the discussion of user fees and crediting. For more information on the impacts of the CVP, please
refer to the CVPIA PEIS.

IPF 5.2-3

CALFED does not agree with this comment. The Financing Plan includes a discussion of the effective local cost
shares of the federal and state water projects, which includes the amount of funding contributed by beneficiaries
of the projects. The SWP, for example, has effective local cost shares of close to 100% for planning and
construction, which highlights the significant amount of funding contributed by locals.

IPF 5.2-4

CALFED agrees that coordinating existing expenditures for other programs that are related to CALFED’s goals
and objectives is important. Consequently, CALFED staff worked with state and federal agencies to prepare a
state and federal cross-cut budget for federal FY 2000/state FY 1999-00, showing funding for projects and
programs that relate to CALFED purposes. CALFED also plans to complete a cross-cut budget on an annual
basis.

The cross-cut budget will be a valuable tool for coordinating federal- and state-related programs, but it will not
be used to go back and make judgments to build a "financial baseline" for the Program. Program implementation
will use a forward-looking approach to allocating Program costs. Please refer to common response 9 for more
information regarding the beneficiaries pay principle.

IPF 5.2-5

As the comment itself points out, SWP financing and repayment policies (at least for new facilities) "put the
effective cost share a lot closer to 100% than the other alternatives examined," which was the main purpose of
including this historical material.

This and other stakeholder comments raise technical questions about the precise level of effective cost-sharing for
SWP financing, based principally on two considerations: (a) the use of Tidelands Oil and Gas revenues for some
historical SWP financing, and (b) the fact that state revenue bonds would be exempt from federal taxation.
Particularly regarding the second factor, there are different views concerning precisely how to account for tax-
exempt financing.

The main purpose of including this historical material was to place in context cost-sharing alternatives for future
financing. Since most water districts also have access to tax-exempt financing, more precise estimates of the
influence of tax-exempt financing would not help distinguish among the akernatives being considered--federal
financing, state financing, and water district financing (principally through repayment). In addition, the historical
financing of SWP facilities with some Tideland Oil and Gas revenues would not bear directly on SWP financing
of future facilities.

5.3 Cost Allocation

IPF 5.3-1

The criteria by which the Preferred Program Alternative was selected included the Program solution principles
that any solution must be affordable, equitable, implementable, and durable; reduce conflicts in the system; and
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redirected All beneficiaries of the CALFED will be share in thesignificant impacts.poseno Program expectedto
costs of implementation. CALFED’s Water Management Strategy is currently studying different methods to
allocate costs, and the solution principles wilJ help to guide this process. In addition, stakeholders will have full
opportunities to cost-sharing terms Program participation, as as costsevaluatethe for well the andbenefitsof

individual Program components, during the project-level planning phase for each component.

IPF 5.3-2

CALFED’s Water Management Strategy is currently studying different methods to allocate costs. However, the
specifics allocating costsdepend on project being implemented, not conducting afor wH1 the CALFEDwil! be
cost-benefit analysis for the 30-year life of the Program as part of the Financing Plan.

IPF 5.3-3

CALFED does not agree with this comment. Adaptive management could lead to the implementation of different
than those that would be without but this leadsprojects implemented adaptivemanagement, approach to more

efficient spending and more effective projects. Adaptive management should actually lessen the chances that
beneficiaries will not receive benefits, because funding decisions in the future will be based on science, modeling,
and that be available the time and available in the While thisknowledge maynot at present approachwasnot past.
could resuk in different beneficiaries, that alone would not require supplemental programmatic documentation.
Rather, project-specific planning will include an allocation of costs.

Expenditures may not always lead to as much actual benefit as proiect planners had hoped. This risk is taken
anytime a decision is made to implement anything. This problem is not unique to CALFED. There are no plans

this time mechanism for in these Under SWP and CVP theseat developto compensation~tly cases. ratesetting,
costs are payable by ratepayers. In general, this risk has to be dealt with by any water supplier according to its
own laws and policies. The issue is not particularly something that CALFED can or should address.

5.4    Program Benefits/Beneficiaries and Finance Options

IPF 5.4-1

A fundamental philosophy of the CALFED Program is that costs should be paid by the beneficiaries of the
actions. The CALFED consider this but the beneficiaries shouldProgram agencies policyequitable, principlepay

be applied to CALFED for reasons other than equity and fairness. Beneficiaries paying for public programs
encourages them to more carefully review their water and power needs and the costs of proposed programs

in relation the benefits receive. Such also examination of(inclua gmitigationcosts) they policyto a encourages
a fuller range of alternatives, including locally funded measures, to ensure that public funds are spent in the most
cost-effective way to meet Program goals.

CALFED reiects the concept of reparations for damages based on past acts because it is not possible to accurately
apportion the blame for the degradation of the Delta on any particular user or group. Second, it is destructive to

process, attempt to place past acts to conflict, not to fixing problemsthesolution To blamefor will lead the
the Delta. CALFED agencies have determined that solving the problem is their priority--not determining who
caused the problem.

Regarding who specifically will benefit from the CALFED Program, please see commort response 9. Additionally,
some comments specifically question whether farmers, water users, water diverters, the people of California, or
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fishermen will benefit from the Program. Clearly, all of the above-mentioned groups could benefit from the
CALFED Program. During implementation, specific beneficiaries will be identified for specific projects; those
who benefit will be expected to pay. Any user fees should be paid by the beneficiaries of the CALFED Program.
The specifics of user fees will also be worked out during Program implementation, although some analysis
regarding fees is included in the Financing Plan.

IPF 5.4-2

CALFED will not be measuring the benefits of the entire life of the Program to all beneficiaries, with and without
the entire CALFED Program. Rather, this principle would be applied where appropriate to site-specific projects.
Measuring benefits will be undertaken during implementation of the Program. Benefits will be estimated
separately for different site-specific projects and programs. While future conditions are uncertain, it should be
possible to estimate benefits from projects to beneficiaries in some cases, through modeling and studies.

IPF 5.4-3

Not all benefits of the CALFED Program can be easily quantified. Also, the specific benefits of the Program will
depend on adaptive management and which projects are chosen during implementation. Finally, with a
beneficiaries pay policy, those that benefit from the Program will pay, and an analysis of exactly where these
beneficiaries are in the State is not necessary. Classes of beneficiaries are identified for each Program element in
the Financing Plan.

5.4.1 Storage

IPF 5.4.1-1

CALFED has stated a policy of seeking public funding for the planning and evaluation of storage projects to
ensure a comprehensive and fair comparison of storage options. However, should a storage project proceed to
construction, then the public funds used for planning and evaluation will be subject to reimbursement by the
project beneficiaries. This financing policy does not foreclose the option of also receiving up-front cost sharing
by potential project beneficiaries.

The costs for construction of any storage facilities will be paid for by the Project beneficiaries, which could include
public, agricultural, and urban water users and hydropower users. When storage projects move out of the initial
planning phase and into site-specific planning and design, beneficiaries will be identified and cost shares will be
established to pay for the project, including construction, mitigation, and operations and maintenance (O&IVO.
Public funds used to pay for the site-specific planning, design, and construction of specific projects will be
reimbursed by project beneficiaries, which will be identified during the site-specific planning phase of
construction. In addition, site-specific projects will be subject to further environmental documentation under
NEPA/CEQA, and all stakeholders and members of the public will have full opportunities to evaluate the
funding for these projects.

More information on the options for financing storage projects is included in the Financing Plan.

IPF 5.4.1-2

Beneficiaries of storage projects’cannot be identified until specific projects are identified axid studied. Storage can
result in multiple benefits, including water supply, flood control, recreation, and environmental benefits from
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dedicated the environment. All of these benefits the ske that is chosen andwater depending specificvaI~r,

how the project is operated. Until this kind of information becomes available during implementation, CALFED
cannot identify specific beneficiaries of new storage. However, general classes of beneficiaries have been identified

Financing Plan, financing principles strategies are being developed to guide fundingcost sharingin the and and and
of specific projects in the future. In addition, CALFED’s Water Management Strategy is currently studying
different methods to allocate costs, which will further develop funding strategies for storage projects.

IPF 5.4.1-3

CALFED that will have which will be chosen. CALFED alsofinancing bearing projects ultimatelyagrees on

agrees with the statement that until a plan for the operation of new facilities is known, it is not possible to
determine beneficiaries for a storage financing strategy based on "beneficiaries pay." CALFED disagrees, however,

financing storage projects, including operational assumptions, are necessary duringthat for cXear the initial
programmatic planning stage. When specific sites are chosen and site-specific planning begins, then it is
appropriate to develop a plan for operations and identify beneficiaries.

The Water Management Strategy is evaluating operational and financial strategies for any new storage. Specific
operations of new facilities are not discussed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR but will be developed during

when information is known. The financial thatimplementation, regardingsite-specificmore projects principles
will be included in the Financing Plan will also help to guide funding decisions during Program implementation.

IPF 5.4.1-4

CALFED anticipates that significant additional investments in water use efficiency will be necessary during Stage 1
beyond to water supply by a rapidly increasing populationand address demandscaused and increased

environmental water needs. The Water Management Strategy will study all tools of water management, including
water conservation and recycling. Storage will not be developed and constructed instead of conservation and
recycling may developed, together tools, adequate water supply reliabilitynot providedbut be withthese is
through conservation and recycling alone.

EEWMA report (available on CALFED page) provides analysiswater management options,The the web also

including both water use efficiency measures and storage.

In addition, CALFED has adopted a beneficiaries pay approach to allocating the costsProgram.the
Beneficiaries paying for public programs encourages them to more carefully review their water and power needs
and the costs of proposed programs (including mitigation costs) in relation to the benefits they receive. Such a
policy also encourages examination of a fuller range of alternatives, including locally funded measures, to ensure
that public funds are spent in the most cost-effective way to meet Program goals.

IPF 5.4A-5

CALFED is not committing to funding any specific proiects during the programmatic phase of the document.
Specifics for financing site-specific proiects will be developed during implementation of the Program. In addition,
the Integrated Storage Investigation and the Water Management Strategy are evaluating storage in the CALFED
Program, including groundwater storage.
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IPF 5.4.1-6

CALFED has adopted a beneficiaries pay approach to allocating the costs of the Program. Beneficiaries paying
for public programs encourages them to more carefully review their water and power needs and the costs of
proposed programs (including mitigati6n costs) in relation to the benefits they receive. Such a policy also
encourages examination of a fuller range of alternatives, including locally funded measures, to ensure that public
funds are spent in the most cost-effective way to meet Program goals. The requirement that users pay for project
water has been a long-standing principle of both federal arid state water supply programs and projects; therefore,
the scenario the comment refers to is not a realistic one.

IPF 5.4.1-7

The CALFED agencies believe that both new storage and water use efficiency measures should be cost effective.
The water supply reliability benefits from both storage and water use efficiency measures could benefit the same
groups of beneficiaries. To specifically mention that water use efficiency measures must be cost effective without
making the same reference to new storage, as suggested by this comment, would be inconsistent.

IPF 5.4.1-8

As described in the Financing Plan, the beneficiaries of new storage facilities will depend on the design and
operation of each facility and the allocation of the water supply. CALFED agrees with your comment, however,
that both hydropower operators and commercial fishermen could potentially benefit from storage facilities.
Commercial fishermen are already mentioned as beneficiaries, together with recreational users, where fisheries
were used as an example. Hydropower was cited in the June 1999 Financing Plan as a potential benefit of storage.
Hydropower operators have been added to the list of possible beneficiaries in the Financing Plan in Section 5.4-1,
"Storage."

IPF 5.4.1-9

The use of a broad-based user fee to fund the portion of flows from storage facilities dedicated to the environment
has not been proposed by the CALFED Program. The details surrounding the use of such fees still need to be
developed; if user fees are proposed as a funding source for ecosystem water storage, more detail would be
provided to support such a fee. CALFED does not necessarily agree that the establishment of user fees is a
technical issue that requires analysis in the EIS/EIR.

IPF 5.4.1-10

CALFED agrees that costs would be allocated to projects based on use. Allocating costs for storage will depend
on many factors, including the geographic location and operation of chosen facilities. Whether the primary
beneficiaries of the new storage will be CVP or SWP users may influence how costs are shared, based on existing
law. CALFED may also opt to use a mix of federal and state authorities for storage facilities but seek new
legislation to specify levels of cost sharing for specific facilities.

IPF 5.4.1-11

CALFED recommends that O&M costs for irrigation, municipal and industrial, and hydropower be paid 100%
by users. O&M costs for flows dedicated to the environment may or may not be funded by users, depending on
whether the flows are part of the mitigation for the project.
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The CVPIA involves dedication of and the Restoration Fund. It also involveswater wateruserpaymentsto COSt

sharing by the federal government avid the state. CALFED agrees with this policy, and similar principles will be
part of the CALFED solution. Public funds will be part of the mix.

CALFED has "share the risk" for for More informationadopted policy fundingnot planninga storage. regarding
this policy would need to be provided if CALFED proposes adoption of this principle, lff adopted, the equity of
such a principle to all beneficiary groups, including water users, would be included in the proposal.

IPF 5.4.1-13

General financing principles and for surface and included in the Financingstrategies water groundwaterstorageare
Plan. This comment points out a possible inconsistency that will need to be evaluated further, when specific
financing proposals are made during implementation. CALFED agrees that if a decision is made to use different

for surface and the and for the decision should befundingprinciples groundwaterstorage, justification reason
explained.

IPF 5.4.1-14

CALFED agrees that this could be clarified further. The costs for construction of any storage facilities will be paid
for the beneficiaries, which could include the and urban andby project public,agricultural water users,
hydropower users. When storage projects move out of the initial planning phase and into site-specific planning
and design, beneficiaries will be identified and cost shares will be established to pay for the project, including
construction, mitigation, costs, to pay site-specific planning, design,andO&M Public fundsused for the and

construction for specific projects will be reimbursed by project beneficiaries, which will be identified during the
site-specific planning phase of construction. In addition, site-specific projects will be subject to further
environmental documentation under and all stakeholders and members of the will haveNEPA/CEQA, public
full opportunities to evaluate the funding for these projects. For more information on the financing of storage
projects, please refer to Section 5.4.1 in the Implementation Plan.

IPF 5.4.1-15

The details the need for due increased in ordersurrounding replacementpower to supplieswater to meet
downstream water obligations have not been included in the Financing Plan. This comment will be taken into
consideration when the specifics for this issue are developed during implementation by site-specific planning.

not to change any existing regulations regarding water rightsmitigation respect toCALFED will seek and with

power replacement costs.

IPF 5.4.1-16

CALFED agrees that it is difficult to evaluate specific cost-sharing scenarios for storage until a plan for the
operation new known, not possible to a financing strategyof facilitiesis becauseit is determinebeneficiariesfor
based on "beneficiaries pay." When specific sites are chosen and site-specific planning begins, it is appropriate to
develop a plan for operations and identify beneficiaries. However, this does not mean that general principles and
strategies cannot developed prior to site-specific planningdesign. Financing financingbe and The Planincludes
principles that will serve as the foundation for more detailed cost sharing and financing during implementation
of the Program.
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IPF 5.4.1-17

CALFED is proposing many water management options, including water use efficiency measures, water transfers,
and possibly new storage facilities. CALFED has adopted a "beneficiaries pay" approach to allocating the costs
of the Program. Beneficiaries paying for public programs encourages them to more carefully review their water
and power needs and the costs of proposed programs (including mitigation costs) in relation to the benefits they
receive. Such a policy also encourages examination of a fuller range of alternatives, including locally funded
measures, to ensure that public funds are spent in the most cost-effective way in order to meet Program goals.
CALFED does not view this as posing a "stranded assets" risk as is implied in the comment. Rather, this policy
should make beneficiaries evaluate the costs of projects before they are built.

However, if the commentor means to say that stranded assets occur when any water conveyance or delivery
systems are not able to be fully utilized for their original purposes, this could represent a stranding of sorts. Under
SWP and CVP rate setting, these costs are payable by ratepayers. In general, stranded assets seem to be a condition
that must be dealt with by any water supplier according to its own laws and policies. It is not particularly
something that CALFED can or should address.

IPF 5.4.1-18

Your comment ignores the time value of water. At certain times, stored water can be released such that the
increased flows would benefit the ecosystem. For more information on funding for storage, please refer to
response ~F 5.4.1-1.

5.4.2 Conveyance

IPF 5.4.2-1

The SWP and CVP may lose flexibility because of new laws and regulations, as well as increased demand for
water. However, the loss of flexibility due to new laws and regulations (for example, the Endangered Species Act
[ESA]) is not necessarily a cost that the public should pay for. Water rights are subject to regulation, and project
water rights (CVP and SWP) are junior to many other water rights.

The CALFED Program, including the Environmental Water Account (EWA), should provide more, not less,
flexibility measured with respect to the without-project condition. Presumably, the CVP and SWP would need
to be operated to comply with environmental laws in the absence of the CALFED Program. Because these costs
would occur with or without CALFED, it is not necessary to include the costs as attributable to CALFED.

Assuming that the EWA provides more flexibility compared with other solutions, it can be viewed that the EWA
would be taken voluntarily by water contractors to lessen the adverse impacts on them. If so, there is an argument
that water contractors should pay for EWA water up to the point needed to meet legal requirements. If there are
additional benefits beyond that point for environmental uses, there is a rationale for public funding for that
increment. This point where the additional benefits start accruing may be difficult to determine, which provides
a rationale for using some water contractor and some public funding.

Financing and funding decisions for an EWA will be made during implementation of the Program.

!
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IPF 5.4.2-2

CALFED will consider your comment. If CALFED decides to propose such a fee, more detail will be provided
how such fee be This and other be considered after theregarding might structured. fees ROD, duringa may

implementation of the Program.

IPF 5.4.2-3

Similar to storage, conveyance improvements could provide water supply reliability, water quality, flood control,
and benefits. The rationale for the of user fees fund wouldecosystem possibleuse to help ecosystemimprovements
be the increased flexibility of the system and the reduced possibility of regulatory actions in the future (such as
ESA listings). The exporters that benefit from the conveyance improvements would be the water users who gain
from this increased these would be the into the fee. In allflexibility;therefore, expectedusers ones to pay user

likelihood, a mix of funding, including federal, state, and user funding, will be necessary to fund conveyance
improvements. More detail on financing principles for conveyance has been included in the Financing Plan.

5.4.3 CALFED Levee Program

IPF 5.4.3-1

The City of West Sacramento claims that they do not benefit from the Levee System Integrity Program (Levee
Program) asserts that they should not have to pay for levee strengthening in Delta. The Financing Planand the

outlines general beneficiaries of all of the Program elements, including the Levee Program, but specific
beneficiaries will be identified during implementation of the Program. Because CALFED has adopted a
"beneficiaries pay" principle, the City of West Sacramento should not be expected to pay for aspects of the
Program for which they cannot be identified as beneficiaries.

IPF 5.4.3-2

CALFED has not performed a study to quantify potential supply reliability and water quality benefits from the
levee protection program. While it may be true that it is difficult to measure and quantify benefits from the Levee
Program to water users, this does not mean that water users will definitely not have to pay. There are identifiable
benefits to w~iter users from the Levee Program. The specifics for financing the Levee Program have not been
finalized; however, general principles on cost-sharing options for the Levee Program have been provided in the
Financing Plan.

In addition, CALFED is proposing a continuation of the Special Improvement Projects as an element of the Levee
System Integrity Program Plan. Water quality benefits are identified as one of the primary purposes of this
element, along with protecting recreation, navigation, and fish and wildlife habitat and providing other benefits.

IPF 5.4.3-3

It is reasonable that water users should have some say in project implementation if they are asked to pay for it.
In fact, the Levee Program is proposing a Levee Implementation Group (LIG), as established by CALFED, that
will develop a priority list of Special Improvement Projects consistent with the CALFED objectives and the
primary purpose of the Special Flood Control Projects authority. The LIG will be comprised of CALFED
agencies ~d stakeholders to provide a forum for stakeholder and science review, and to coordinate Levee Program
actions with all other CALFED actions.
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IPF 5.4.3-4

The commentor argues that the long-term impacts to exporters could potentially be mitigated in a less expensive
manner than current levee maintenance costs. This may be true, but levee maintenance is needed for many
interrelated problems, and CALFED cannot address problems in one problem area without addressing related
problems in the other areas. Water users will not be asked to fund 100% of the costs of the Levee Program; but
it is reasonable to consider water user funding to pay for a portion of the costs, based on the identifiable water
supply reliability and water quality benefits they receive.

The specifics for financing the Levee Program, including the possible application of user fees, have not been
finalized; however, general principles on cost-sharing options for the Levee Program have been provided in the
Financing Plan.

IPF 5.4.3-5

The impacts of Delta island subsidence are being addressed by CALFED through the Delta Levee Subsidence
Control Plan (Subsidence Control). The goals of the Subsidence Control element are to reduce or eliminate the
risk to levee integrity from subsidence and assist in the coordination of subsidence-related linkages with other
CALFED programs. The costs associated with this element would be the added costs to levee protection from
subsidence. This element is being developed and evaluated at a programmatic level.

5.4.4 CALFED Water Use Efficiency Program

IPF 5.4.4-1

The comment suggests that Water Use Efficiency measures resulting in water dedicated to the environment may
decrease supply to downstream users. CALFED disagrees with this comment. Any water from Water Use
Efficiency measures dedicated to the environment would be reclaimed water that would be added to the system.
While downstream users would not directly benefit from the use of this water, they would benefit from the
increased regulatory flexibility that a healthy ecosystem allows.

The CVPIA involves dedication of water and water user payments to the Restoration Fund. It also involves cost
sharing by the federal government and the state. CALFED agrees with this policy, and similar principles will be
part of the CALFED solution. The CALFED agencies believe that a mix of public money and user funding will
be needed to solve these difficult problems.

IPF 5.4.4-2

At least some of the benefits of conservation are private (for example, the savings in water, delivery, O&M, and
treatment) and are to the conserving party. If the comment is arguing that since they are using less water, there
is more water for everyone else, this does not necessarily guarantee any public benefit because the water could
be used by other water users.

CALFED should not need to provide incentives to urban water agencies to fund measures that are locally cost
effective. The benefits would outweigh the costs and local agencies would benefit from the measures. If the
recycling or conservation action is not cost effective at the local level and the benefits are largely to the
environment, then the urban agency would not be expected to fund the measure. Furthermore, if the measure
is not cost effective at the state level, then other more cost-effective means of reducing demand or increasing
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supply primary case in which public funding should be used for Water Use Efficiency actionswollldbetaken.The
are projects where the actions create public benefits, but at the expense of local water users. In such cases, the
public would not realize the benefits were it not for the public funds needed to make the project worthwhile to

conserving party. In addition, public funding may be appropriate some water use efficiency actions,the for due
to the public benefits of demonstration projects or new technologies.

IPF 5.4.4-3

The Water Use Efficiency Program will be working with many different stakeholders, including WateReuse, on
to Use Efficiency Program. specific water use efficiencyissuesrelated theWater The beneficiariesfrom actions

implemented by CALFED will be determined during site-specific planning of the Program, because the exact cost
shares to specific beneficiaries will depend on the location and nature of ttie project. General cost-sharing scenarios

Water Use Efficiency Program, asas Program elements, in Financingforthe wel~ ol;her havebeenincluded the

Plan.

IPF 5.4.4-4

CALFED agrees with the commentor that adequate funding will be needed early for water conservation actions.
Adequate funding Program elements, including water use efficiency,thewillbeneededfor allof the All of

Program elements will require planning, execution, and evaluation under adaptive management; and CALFED
will need to use a balanced approach when funding actions during implementation of the Program.

Proposition 13, passed by the California voters in March 2000, will provide some early funding for the Water Use
Efficiency Program.

IPF 5.4.4-5

CALFED agrees the comment that simply subsidizing conservation may not result in more water t~or thewith
environment but rather a transfer of water to other proiect contractors. The idea that funding water use efficiency
proiects in southern California could be viewed as a market transaction, essentially a trade for water dedicated to
the EWA, has not been explored. Financing decisions on the EWA likely will occur during implementation of
the Program.

IPF 5.4.4-6

CALFED agrees with your comment that conservation may not result in more water for the environment unless
measures are adopted to protect the water. The Financing Plan considers an incentive where water use efficiency
proiects that entail water being left in-stream, dedicated to the environment, and legally protected would receive
public funding. Finalizing decisions on Water Use Efficiency measures will likely occur during implementation
of the Program.

IPF 5.4.4-7

CALFED agrees with the comment, which is why CALFED has included conservation and recycling as priorities
for Program funding during implementation.
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IPF 5.4.4-8

CALFED does not agree with your comment. The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) provides for the creation of
a State Revolving Fund (SRF) Loan Program capitalized in part by federal funds from the EPA. The CWA
authorizes loan funding for construction of wastewater treatment and water recycling facilities, for the
implementation of nonpoint source and storm drainage pollution control management programs, and for the
development and implementation of estuary conservation and management programs.

IPF 5.4.4-9

Conservation and groundwater coniunctive use proiects are part of the CALFED Program. Proposition 13, passed
by the voters in March 2000, will provide some funding for both conservation and groundwater projects. In
addition, CALFED remains committed to coordinating efforts with existing state and federal conservation
programs to ensure efficient solutions. The cross-cut budget, which shows funding of existing federal and state
programs, as well as CALFED funding, will be built on an annual basis throughout implementation of the
Program.

IPF 5.4.4-10

CALFED has changed the paragraph as follows:

The ultimate goal of the CALFED Water Use Efficiency Program is to develop a set of programs
and assurances that contributes to CALFED goals and objectives, has broad stakeholder
acceptance, fosters efficient water use, and helps support a sustainable economy and ecosystem.
To achieve these fundamental goals, the Water Use Efficiency Program has the following
objectives:

¯ Reduce existing irrecoverable losses.
¯ Achieve mukiple benefits.
¯ Preserve local flexibility.
¯ Use incentive-based actions over regulatory actions.
¯ Build on existing water use efficiency programs.
¯ Provide assurance of high water use efficiency.

5.4.5 CALFED Water Transfer Program

IPF 5.4.5-1

Streamlining the water transfer process is of general benefit to the public. At least some water transfers would be
for ecosystem purposes, and the costs of the program are relatively small with respect to the other CALFED
Program elements. Therefore, CALFED proposes to fund the Water Transfer Program with public funds.

IPF 5.4.5-2

CALFED does not agree with this comment. Agricultural agencies that sell water will do so as willing sellers.
Presumably, they would not sell water unless it is in their best interest to do so. CALFED’s Water Transfer
Program intends to streamline the process for water transfers in the state, which would lead to a better market
for transfers. All buyers and sellers of water will benefit from the Water Transfer Program, including agricultural
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water users. Any agricultural agencies that decide to sell water must be benefitting from the transfer, or they
would not choose to sell the water.

5.4.6 CALFED Water Quality Program

IPF 5.4.6-1

The Financing Plan will serve as the foundation for addressing funding decisions during implementation of the
life of the Program, not just Stage 1. Some of the actions proposed in Stage 1 do provide primarily ecosystem
benefits. In these benefits to would not be based measuring avoided treatment costs. Somecases, waterusers on

actions in Stage 1 (and presumably some actions beyond Stage 1) do provide drinking water quality benefits,
however, and these projects may be subject to a benefits analysis based on the methodology questioned in your
comment.

IPF 5.4.6-2

Using 100% public funding for broad research, studies, and monitoring may be considered as an option. A allure
of public funding and broad-based fees may also be considered. General principles on funding options for the
Water Quality have been provided in the Financing Plan. The specificsfinancing individualProgram projectson

will be determined after the ROD, during implementation of the Program.

IPF 5.4.6-3

The ~ipproach for measuring benefits mentioned in the comment may be appropriate for some drinking water
quality actions, which is why itmentioned in the Plan possible of willingnessFinancing measuringwas asa means
to pay. Not all water quality benefits are quantifiable, however; in some cases, a broad-based user fee may be
appropriate when there are broad public benefits.

IPF 5.4.6-4

The Plan mentions that beneficiaries of the Water While it beFinancing Qualitywater Program.usersare may
true that many of the actions for Stage 1 primarily benefit the ecosystem, water users do benefit from the Water
Quality Program in Stage 1, and they will also benefit beyond Stage 1. The Financing Plan needs to be the
foundation for the life of the 1. Because will benefit from the Waterfinancing Program,not just Stage waterusers
Quality Program, 100% public funding will not be considered as an option. General principles on funding options
for the Water Quality Program have been provided in the Financing Plan. The specifics on financing individual
projects will be determined after the ROD of theduringimplementation Program.or

IPF 5.4.6-5

CALFED does not agree with this comment. CALFED has made drinking water quality a primary concern of
the Water Quality Program and will fund many studies in the early stages of implementation regarding drinking
water and bromide. One is the determine the and of forquality example studyto magnitudes loadingsources
many drinking water constituents, including bromide. The "Drinking Water" chapter in the Water Quality
Program Plan concludes that organic carbon might be subject to control by drainage treatment if the technology

be and if it be made feasible. This is CALFED foreconomically whycan pilotproven projectscall proposes
drainage treatment as part of the Water Quality Program in Stage 1.
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Section 2.1 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR mentions the actions CALFED will take to reduce salinity levels. These
actions include reducing salt sources in urban and industrial wastewater to protect drinking and agricukural water
supplies; and facilitating development of successful water recycling, source water blending, and groundwater
storage programs. Salinity in the Delta would be controlled by limiting salt loadings from its tributaries and
through managing sea water intrusion by such means as using storage capability to maintain Deka outflow and
to adjust the timing of outflow and by managing exports.

CALFED does not agree that agricultural and urban water users do not benefit from the Water Quality Program.
The benefits identified above, as well as other possible benefits, have been discussed further in the Financing Plan.

IPF 5.4.6-6

CALFED agrees that some Ecosystem Restoration Program actions may affect drinking water quality, but this
issue needs further study. CALFED takes this issue seriously, which is why potential impacts will be researched
during Stage 1.

In addition, the benefits or impacts of drinking water quality must be compared to the No Action Alternative.
Compared to the No Action Alternative, the Preferred Program Alternative provides significant improvements
in terms of both its water quality and ecosystem health effects. Under the No Action Alternative, each of the four
areas of critical concern--ecosystem quality, water quality, levee system integrky and water supply
reliability--would continue to deteriorate, with resultant potentially significant adverse impacts on fisheries,
endangered species, and species of concern and their habitats. In addition, the quality of both in-Delta and export
water likely would decline under the No Action Alternative. This decline in water quality could result in
potentially significant adverse impacts on fisheries, ecosystem health, and drinking water quality. With the
continued decline of the ecosystem, interruptions of water deliveries also likely would occur because of constraints
on export pumping to protect threatened and endangered species. Finally, under the No Action Alternative, the
Delta levees would continue to be vulnerable to failure because of limited maintenance in some locations and the
lack of a comprehensive plan for effective emergency response.

IPF 5.4.6-7

CALFED does not agree with this statement. First, the costs to meet regulatory requirements are outside the
scope of the CALFED Program, because CALFED is not a regulatory agency and regulations would occur with
or without the CALFED Program. Furthermore, many CALFED actions, including implementation of the
Ecosystem Restoration Program and other Program elements including the EWA, would increase flexibility and
would most likely decrease the likelihood of future regulation. Second, the "beneficiaries pay" principle does not
preclude cost sharing from water users who benefit from reduced regulations.

The comment also claims that the "beneficiaries pay" principle could cause significant redirected impacts related
to drinking water quality. For more information on the no redirected impacts principle as it relates to financing,
please refer to response IPF 5.0-5. For information on bromide and total organic carbon related to financing,
please refer to response IPF 5.4.6-5.

IPF 5.4.6-8

While studies on salinity and plant types are not proposed for funding in Stage 1, CALFED will fund other actions
regarding salinity. Section 2.1 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR mentions the actions CA_LFED will take to reduce
salinity levels. These actions include reducing salt sources in urban and industrial wastewater to protect drinking
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agricultural water supplies; facilitating development water recycling, source water blending,and and of successful
and groundwater storage programs. Salinity in the Delta would be controlled by limiting salt 1darlings from its
tributaries and through managing sea water intrusion by such means as using storage capability to maintain Delta

to adjust timing by managing exports.outflow and the of Out~low and

IPF 5.4.6-9

CALFED will not assess fees to collect for past actions, such as past applications of pesticides. However, any
current or future uses of pesticides that are identified as potentially damaging to the ecosystem could be considered
polluters "polluters pay" sharing polluters sought to ecosystemunderthe scenario.Cost from couldbe fund
improvements. This action could prevent more stringent future regulations on the applications of such pesticides;
therefore, the applicators would benefit from these ecosystem actions.

IPF 5.4.6-10

funding Water Quality Program a variety sources, including federal, state,CALFEDwill seek forthe from of and

user funding. Please see response E"F 5.5-3 for more information on CALFED Program funding.

5.4.7 CALFED Watershed Program

IPF 5.4.7-1

CALFED has chosen a benefits-based approach to allocating the costs of the Program. To the extent that
relationships can be established between downstream users benefitting from watershed actions, cost sharing and
coordination downstream the watershed above the will beand dams pursued.Duringamong users groups
implementation, the Watershed Program expects to strengthen the partnerships and relationships among all
beneficiaries of the watersheds, including the public, local watershed organizations, and government organizations.
Funding sources for watershed actions will be better coordinated and easier to access. In addition, relationships
between watershed actions and beneficiaries will be identified and, to the extent possible, quantified. The
Watershed Program will be better able to establish these relationships during implementation of the Program,

more specific projects becomes through planning, research,adaptivewhen informationabout available and
management.

"New City-type funding plan" some stakeholders is a good examplecooperationWhilethe York that havecited of

among cities/counties and upstream watershed programs, CALFED does not agree that its applicability to the
CALFED Program, in terms of financing, is clear and direct. New York City obtains nearly all of its water from
three watersheds that flow directly into the City. Whereas in New York City there is a clear connection between
a specific watershed (source) and user (New York City), the case for Sierra Nevada watersheds and water diverters
from the Delta is less clear.

The possibility of using a broad-based water user fee to help fund the Watershed Program is discussed in the
Financing Plan, which would provide user funding for watershed actions. Additionally, fees on water deliveries

hydropower users are identified as possible sources of funding during implementation. If a relationshipand

between hydropower use and watershed management actions can be established, fees on hydropower users will
be considered during Program implementation.

It is clear that there are multiple beneficiaries from the Watershed Program; all of them will be asked to pay
provided that benefits from the Program can be demonstrated. While benefits may not always be quantifiable,

CALFED Implementation Plan

Chapter 5. Financing Plan IPF-17 Response to Comments, Volume II

C--O 2 8 1 1 0
C-028110



k is possible to link benefks to beneficiaries and to allocate costs based on this principle. Identification and linking
of benefits to beneficiaries from all of the Program dements, including the Watershed Program, will be
undertaken during implementation.

IPF 5.4.7-2

Based on the "beneficiaries pay" policy, CALFED will establish a link between the benefits of the Program and
the beneficiaries; this information will be used when developing cost shares for specific projects during
implementation. While some may consider it ideal to establish cost shares proportional to quantified benefits, for
many projects in the CALFED Program (including the Watershed Program), the benefits are not easily quantified.
Furthermore, a "beneficiaries pay" policy does not obligate CALFED to establish fees based on quantified benefits.
This approach does not preclude CALFED from assessing fees to beneficiaries, as long as fees are based on a
demonstration and linkage of benefits.

A general discussion of user fees, including possible fees on CVP and SW’P users, is included in the Financing Plan.

IPF 5.4.7-3

The Financing Plan states that Delta exporters may benefit from the Watershed Program. If CALFED cannot
identify benefits of the Watershed Program to Delta exporters, they will not be asked to pay for watershed
actions. The comment that it is impossible to quantify and separate water quality and supply reliability benefits
in the Watershed Program from other contributing factors is not a rationale for 100% public funding. Although
a link must be shown between Deka water exporters and Watershed Program benefits, this does not require
CALFED to quantify explicit benefits before requiring cost sharing from water users.

IPF 5.4.7-4

Cost-sharing scenarios are included in the Financing Plan for all of the Program elements, including the Watershed
Program. However, specific details surrounding cost sharing will need to be determined during implementation.

IPF 5.4.7-5

CALFED agrees with the commentor that adequate funding will be needed for watershed actions. CALFED also
agrees that deferred maintenance of the watershed would require additional funding in future years. Adequate
funding will be needed for all of the Program elements, including the Watershed Program. Funding for the
CALFED Program, including the Watershed Program, will come from both federal and state sources as well as
from users. All of the Program elements will require planning, execution, and evaluation under adaptive
management. CALFED will need to use a balanced approach when funding actions during implementation of
the Program.

Proposition 13, approved by the voters in March 2000, will provide some funding for watershed activkies in the
state.

IPF 5.4.7-6

CALFED agrees that some pu,blic funding will be needed for implementation of the Watershed Program.
However, the specific actions in the Watershed Program will be determined by local communities, working
together with CALFED. CALFED camaot guarantee that any of the items that the commentor requests to be
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publicly funded the Watershed will be actions that will receiveby Program priority fundingduring
implementation.

IPF 5.4.7-7

CALFED does not agree with this comment. Delta farmers and users of Delta exports may also benefit from the
Watershed from reduced flood risk, increased reliability, and improved water quality. MoreProgram watersupply
information regarding benefits of the Watershed Program may be found in Chapter 5 in the Implementation Plan.

IPF 5.4.7-8

The Watershed Program is based at the local level. As such, one of the main components of the Watershed
is financial assistancecommunity-based watershed Funding could be used forProgram to provide to programs.

many different activities, including pollution prevention and water conservation, which were mentioned in this
col~lLnent.

IPF 5.4.7-9

CALFED does with this In fact, with other elements is callednot agree COIXLDRellt. integration Program Out as

one of the primary elements of the Watershed Program. The specific actions in the Watershed Program will be
determined by local communities, working together with CALFED. Cost estimates for the Watershed Program

change on priorities, more on Program cost estimates, please seecould based these For information Watershed
response WSH 3.5-4.

5.4.8 CALFED RestorationEcosystem Program

IPF 5.4.8-1

Ecosystem quality is one of the primary objectives of the CALFED Program. CALFED agrees that adequate
funding, including state and federal money, is necessary to successfully meet all of the four primary objectives
(ecosystem quality, water supply reliability, water quality, system integrity) Program.andlevee of the

Significant public funds already have been allocated to Bay-Delta ecosystem restoration through state
204 funds and federal The Plan also discusses theProposition through budgetappropriations. Financingagency

possibility of proposing user fees to provide a reliable source of funding for ecosystem actions.

For information for refer IA-7.7.11-3.regardingfunding recreation,please to response

IPF 5.4.8-2

To the extent that dredged materials are reused by the Ecosystem Restoration or Levee Programs, Bay Area
dredgers could benefit from decreased disposal costs. In cases as described in your comment, CALFED agrees that

Area should share in the of where materials used.Bay dredgers costs projects dredged are

IPF 5.4.8-3

CALFED does not agree with this comment. CALFED agrees that conversion of Delta land use from agriculture
to wetlands and marshes under the Ecosystem Restoration Program could result in increased water use and
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potential negative impacts on agricultural and urban water supply reliability. However, these potential
consequences may be reduced or eliminated by several strategies included in the Preferred Program Alternative.
Implementation of an EWA may allow for more efficient use of water for environmental purposes and decrease
the conflict in uses of Bay-Deka water supplies. Optimizing the use of alternative water management tools,
including water use efficiency measures, water recycling, and water transfers, may improve the availability and
economic utility of water supplies. Implementing water quality improvement actions may enhance the quality
of source water supplies, thereby providing additional operational flexibility to meet water supply reliability and
quality goals. Conveyance improvements may also increase the flexibility of water project operations and improve
water supply reliability. Finally, completing an Integrated Storage Investigation will help to determine the proper
role of storage in the context of a comprehensive water management framework. New storage could provide
improved water management capability and enhanced water supply reliability.

The cumulative beneficial effect of all actions under the Preferred Program Alternative, including the Water
Quality Program, Water Use Efficiency Program, Water Transfer Program, conveyance improvements, and
potential new water storage facilities, is expected to significantly outweigh this potential loss of water supply,
resuking in no potentially significant adverse impacts.

IPF 5.4.8-4

The purpose of the restoration coordination program is to allow implementation of ecosystem restoration actions
while the programmatic environmental documents, including the long-term ecosystem restoration plan, are being
revised and finalized. To date, funding decisions have not been made solely on geographic criteria (for example,
each region receives a certain percentage of the funds available.) Projects are funded based on the criteria outlined
in the proposal solicitation package, which includes the ability to show the connection between the project and
the goals of the Ecosystem Restoration Program. Generally, those projects that most closely meet the outlined
criteria and goals are recommended for funding.

5.5 Funding Sources and Finance Mechanisms

IPF 5.5-1

Some commentors are concerned that CALFED will be subsidizing water development projects for agricultural
and urban water users. During implementation of the Program, taxpayer dollars will not be used to fund projects
where the sole beneficiaries are agricultural or urban water users. CALFED has chosen a benefits-based approach
to allocate the costs of the Program. Simply put, those who benefit from the Program will help pay for it. Most
projects that will be implemented by the CALFED agencies, however, will have multiple beneficiaries, including
the public. This means that a combination of both public and user funds will be needed.

The public will be expected to help pay for the Ecosystem Restoration Program actions, for example, since the
public largely benefits from these actions. Significant public funds have already been allocated to Bay-Delta
ecosystem restoration through state Proposition 204 funds and through federal agency budget appropriations.
Public funds may also be used for the planning and evaluation of storage projects to ensure a comprehensive and
fair comparison of storage options. However, should a storage project proceed to construction, then the public
funds used for planning and evaluation will be reimbursed by the project beneficiaries.
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IPF 5.5-2

CALFED agrees with the statement that many projects will be implemented by the CALFED agencies with
benefits, and that the CALFED elements interrelated. This does however, that thepublic Program are not mean,

Program will be funded entirely wkh public funds. The inter-relationship among CALFED Program elements
is not a rationale for 100% public funding. It has long been the practice of federal and state agencies to allocate the     .
costs multi-purpose water projects among expects manyof beneficiaries.CALFED that beneficiariesof the
Program, including water users and all groups of beneficiaries, will be asked to pay. For more information on
the "beneficiaries pay" principle, please refer to common response 9.

IFP 5.5-3

CALFED the need for balanced and reliable for the life of therecognizes fundingpackage Program.a

Unfortunately, not all of the available funding sources are reliable, especially federal and state appropriations. In
addition to seeking funding from these sources, the Financing Plan raises the possibility of implementing user fees

of for the One of the of broad-based for would befundingas source Program. advantages fee, example,a user
the reliability of this funding once the fee is in place. State bonds are also reliable sources of funding.
Proposition 13, approved by the voters in March 2000, also will provide reliable funding for the CALFED
Program.

It is important to have a balanced funding package, as well as a reliable one. One goal of the Financing Plan is to
for the that balanced and well sufficient for successfuldevelopprinciples funding Program fair,are as as

implementation of the Program. CALFED will seek funding from a variety of sources, including state and federal
appropriations and general obligation bonds. Other funding sources considered in the Implememation Plan

water power revenue bonds; user (water district) funding;user fees, including a userinclude and and broad-based
fee, based on diversions.

not target one beneficiary group they "deep pockets," as some comments suggest.CALFEDwill because have
Some comments suggest that the Program should be funded entirely with public funding, while others suggest
that the Program should include no public funding and should seek all of the funding from water users. CA!FED

both of these because neither is balanced consistent with the "beneficiariesrejects proposals pay"principle.one or

There will be multiple beneficiaries from the CALFED Program, including both the public and water users;
therefore, both groups of beneficiaries will be expected to contribute funding during implementation of the
Program.

At least one comment references concerns with a Watershed Program example. For information regarding the
Program, please see response WSH 3.5-1.Watershed

IPF 5.5-4

CALFED has adopted a "beneficiaries pay" approach to allocating costs of the Program. This principle will guide
the Program during implementation, when beneficiaries are identified for site-specific projects. CA.I.FED expects
that all those in the northern of the will benefit from of theCalifornians,including living parts state, aspects
CA!FED Program, such as ecosystem restoration projects that will create broad public benefits. State funding,
as well as federal funding and possibly broad-based user fees from users, will be used to fund these kinds of

Where beneficiaries will be identified and will share in theprojects. possible,specific during implementation costs

of site-specific projects. This might include groups of beneficiaries from all regions of the state, including northern
California.
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IPF 5.5-5

Some comments have suggested that using state and federal money for Program funding would create new
subsidies and encourage inefficient water use. CALFED disagrees with this statement. CALFED has adopted a
"beneficiaries pay" approach to funding the Program; therefore, public funding would be used for projects with
broad public benefits. This principle should prevent inefficient water use, because beneficiaries paying for public
programs encourages them to more carefully review their water and power needs and the costs of proposed
programs (including mitigation costs) in relation to the benefits they receive. Such a policy also encourages
examination of a fuller range of alternatives, including locally funded measures, to ensure that public funds are
spent in the most cost-effective way to in order to meet Program goals.

Other comments suggest that the Financing Plan is in violation of NEPA/CEQA because the law requires
CALFED to provide specifics surrounding financing for the Program prior to its implementation. This statement
is inaccurate. NEPA/CEQA requires that alternatives be evaluated based on the potentially significant adverse
environmental impacts that may result from implementation of the Program. Financing mechanisms, in and of
themselves, do not cause environmental damages; therefore, GALFED is not required to evaluate specific
financing mechanisms prior to the implementation phase of the Program. Further, the Financing Plan does
evaluate the advantages and disadvantages of different funding sources, and principles that are established in the
Financing Plan will serve as the foundation for funding decisions during Program implementation. These general
principles are outlined in the Financing Plan.

Specific financing proposals, based on the guidelines of the Financing Plan, will be made during Program
implementation. Any site-specific projects will require further environmental review under NEPA/CEQA; and
specific proposals regarding cost allocation, financing, and cost sharing will be appropriate at that time.

IPF 5.5-6

CALFED does not agree with this comment. The advantages and disadvantages of various funding sources are
already discussed in the Financing Plan, and the presentation of this information is consistent with "beneficiaries
pay." CALFED believes that the level of detail contained in the plan is sufficient for a programmatic document.
For more information on the "beneficiaries pay" principle, please refer to common response 9.

IPF 5.5-7

CALFED f’mance team staff have reviewed page xxiii of the Western Water Policy Review Advisory Commission
document published in 1998. The range of options for financing storage and water use efficiency measures,
included in the Financing Plan, are consistent with the recommendations in the Western Water Policy Review
Advisory Commission document.

IPF 5.5-8

Legislative and voter approval will not be avoided, as the comment suggests. CALFED will seek funding from¯
a variety of sources, including state and federal appropriations and state bonds.

IPF 5.5-9

CALFED agrees that if urban water users can find solutions for their problems that are more cost effective than
CALFED, water users would seek their own alternative solutions. The CALFED agencies believe that the

CALFED Implementation Plan

Chapter 5. Financing Plan IPF-22 Response to Comments, Volume 11

C--O 2 8 1 1 5
C-028115



Preferred Program Alternative will be cost effective and to the benefit of all the various stakeholders. The
adoption of adaptive management to form decisions during implementation should lead to more cost-effective
solutions. It is not up to CALFED, however, to compare the costs and benefits of the CALFED Program with
the possible alternative solutions claimed by urban agencies. CALFED assumes that urban agencies willmany
make these comparisons themselves and decide whether or not to "buy into" CALFED.

-Some comments go on to say that while CALFED may raise the price of water to influence water use behaviors,
water agencies cannot do this as a matter of law. Some of the actions in the CALFED Program may result in
increased prices for water, but this would more closely reflect market prices than artificially increased prices.
Second, mitigation costs (i.e., future environmental mitigation costs) are of water project costs. Third, if lawspart
or regulations require different mitigation or impose additional fees (for example, the CVPIA Restoration Fund),
water agencies can legitimately recover these costs. For example, many agencies are already paying fees levied by
the CVPIA and recovering these costs through their rates.are

IPF

The CALFED agencies believe that your concern could be addressed by a broad-based user fee. Such a fee would
work in a similar fashion to the "pooled funds" category the comment describes, where a ~unding source is created
to fund projects with broad public benefits, well broad benefits to waterThis mix of federal, andas as users. state,
user funding should provide balance and encourage projects that serve multiple benefits.

IPF 5.5-11

CALFED agrees with the comment. CALFED is already working on scenarios to develop an EWA. Federal and
state funding,well will be needed fund of the Thefunding,as user to successfully implementation Program.
Financing Plan supports a balanced funding package with funding from different sources.

IPF 5.5-12

"Ability to pay" as a principle for the Program has not been fully explored. Your comment will be taken into
consideration, and CALFED that if this is in the future, the should also includeprinciple proposed proposalagrees
the criteria by which it can be applied.

IPF 5.5-13

CALFED agrees that federal and state funding is not a reliable source of funding for the Program. This is why
Financing a showing advantages disadvantages funding sources tothe Planincludes table the and of various

highlight this issue. CALFED proposes that a mix of funding will be needed for successful implementation,
including federal, state, and user funding. The Financing Plan also includes information surrounding possible user
fees that would for theprovide fundingmore Program.

CALFED contends that while federal and state appropriations are not reliable sources of money, this does not
mean no or state money sought, appropriations public money are athat federal shouldbe That of unreliableis
fact GALFED does not dispute; this is a problem that cannot be solved by GALFED. The Financing Plan,
combined with a Governance Plan, will provide the necessary discussions regarding the assurances of Program
funding.

!
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IPF 5.5.14

The conditions your comment mentions seem to be cases where both water users and the environment would
benefit. CALFED agrees that a mix of funding is appropriate for implementation of the Program elements that
provide both public and user benefits.

IPF 5.5.15

Any local match requirements will depend on the specific projects that are implemented. The cost sharing for
specific projects will be determined during implementation of the Program.

IPF 5.5-16

The Financing Plan (Chapter 5 in the Implementation Plan) does include a discussion on various funding sources
for the Program, including the availability of Proposition 204 funds after the signing of the ROD. For example,
the section on financing the Ecosystem Restoration Program (Section 5.4.8) includes a discussion regarding
multiple funding sources for the Ecosystem Restoration Program, including Proposition 204. This section includes
the requirements that must be met by the CALFED agencies in order to expend these funds.

IPF 5.5-17

CALFED has already begun the process of coordinating with federal and state agencies regarding programs and
projects that contribute to the same goals and objectives of the CALFED Program. To move this process forward,
CALFED completed a cross-cut budget for federal FY 2000/state FY 99-00 that identifies some of these programs
and budgets. To successfully implement the Program, CALFED will need to cooperate with all of the federal and
state agencies involved in the Delta in order to educate, share information, and coordinate work efforts. This does
not necessarily mean, however, that funding from these other programs would be redirected to CALFED.

One commentor worries that the CVPIA Restoration Fund would be used to fund non-CVPIA actions. The
CVPIA, as well as many other federal and state programs, has funding to meet specific objectives. While close
coordination with CALFED may lead to different levels of funding for some actions, actions that do not fall under
the objectives of CVPIA would not be funded with CVPIA Restoration Fund dollars.

Program elements providing broad public benefits will be paid for by beneficiaries. This funding will include
federal and state funds, as well as user funding.

IPF 5.5-18

CALFED expects that all Californians, including those living in the southern parts of the state, will benefit from
aspects of the CALFED Program. Southern Californians would benefit from increased water supply reliability,
water quality improvements, and ecosystem restoration contained in the CALFED Program. A mix of funding
will be needed for implementation, including state and federal funding and possibly broad-based user fees.

IPF 5.5-19

CALFED has adopted a "beneficiaries pay" approach to allocating the costs of the Program. Clearly, agricultural
water users will benefit from increased water quality and water supply reliability as a result of implementation
of the Program. Agricultural and urban water users will be expected to pay, as well as the public. A balanced mix
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of will be needed for contributions from all This willfunding implementation,including beneficiarygroups.
require state and federal funding and possibly broad-based user fees.

IPF 5.5-20

CALFED will comply with Proposition 204 requirements for balanced implementation as specified in
Section 78684.12 of the California Water which conditions the of $390 million forCode, dispursementsets on

ecosystem restoration actions.

5.6 Broad-Based User FeeBay-DeltaSystem

IPF 5.6-1

The Financing Plan raises the possibility of using a broad-based user fee to help fund implementation of the
Program. This does not mean, however, that it will be the only source of funding for implementing the Program,
as some comments suggest, recognizes a funding sources, mightCALFED the needfor of which include
appropriations of federal and state funds, creation of special funds, imposition of fees to support those funds, and
approval of bond acts. Some other comments argue that only public funding should be used for projects with
broad benefits. CALFED that should be used for broadpublic publicfunding projectsproviding benefits,agrees
b.ut public funding is not the only source of funding that is appropriate. A broad-based fee, in addition to public
funding, could also be used to fund a portion of those Program elements with broad public benefits, such as the
Ecosystem Program portions Management Water Quality ProgramRestoration and of the Watershed and

elements.

The idea behind broad-based fee is reliable of for with buta to provide funding projects identifiable,a source
broad-based, benefits. Some stakeholders have suggested that broad-based user fees are inequitable and not
consistent with a "beneficiaries pay" principle unless they are linked to quantified benefits. CALFED does not

with this The that beneficiaries should does that all benefits beprincipleagree statement. pay not require
quantified. Some projects have benefits that can be quantified, and these projects lend themselves to traditional
means of allocating costs to project beneficiaries. Many other projects in the CALFED Program, however, have
benefits that difficult the non-market benefits, these will bequantify,particularlyare to projectssomecases,
funded with public money. In other cases, benefits can be linked to broad groups of beneficiaries, even if the
benefits are difficult to quantify. A broad-based user fee, combined with federal and state funding, is one way to

for these kinds under "beneficiaries The believe that thisof projects pay" policy. CALFED agenciespay a
approach is one that is balanced and consistent with the "beneficiaries pay" principle.

As noted in Financing Plan, one rationale for a user based on diversions is that impacts on the Delta arethe fee
related to water use, whether the use be upstream of the Deka or by Deka exports. More generally, it is in the
interest of all diverters of water from the Delta and its main tributaries to achieve security in the level of long-term
water deliveries. Such security can be achieved only if environmental goals of the CALFED Program are met.
Broad-based user fees are one way in which water users can contribute to the long-term stability and security of
their water supplies.

The Financing Plan outlines different possibilities for how a broad-based fee might be structured. In addition,
some projects have benefits that can be quantified; in these cases, cost sharing will be sought from specific

during site-specific planning phase proiects, regarding usersbeneficiaries the of these Detailedinformation which

would be expected to pay a user fee will not be included in the Financing Plan but will be determined during
implementation of the Program.
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IPF 5.6-2

The Financing Plan will discuss broad-based fees in more detail, but the specifics will need to be worked out
during implementation of the Program. General responses to these comments are provided, however.

First, broad-based user fees would most likely be used for Program elements with broad public benefits, such as
ecosystem restoration or watershed actions. Such fees could also be used for water use efficiency measures that
result in additional protected in-stream flows. If broad-based fees are used for conservation, CALFED would not
be asking water users to pay for projects where only the state would benefit, as is suggested in your comment. As
discussed in the Financing Plan, water conservation actions that are not locally cost effective may be cost effective
from a statewide perspective. Broad fees collected from water users to fund these actions would not be inconsistent
with "beneficiaries pay," as long as water users as a group collectively benefit from water conservation actions.
Water users would not be "paying themselves to make measures cost effective," because water users would not
be asked to fund the measures unless they were already cost effective to water users on a broader level.

Some comments also suggest that the government should be subject to the same broad-based fees as water users,
for any water taken for the environment or dedicated to the EWA. No decisions have been made regarding this
issue, and specifics will be worked out during implementation. CALFED agrees at least in principle that federal
and state money are appropriate to help fund water flows from any water transfers, water use efficiency, or
storage projects where the flows are protected and dedicated to the environment. The CVPIA formula, for
example, involves dedication of water, user fees, and public funds. CALFED agrees that a mix of water user fees
and public money will be needed to solve these difficult problems.

IPF 5.6-3

The specific details surrounding crediting will be worked out during implementation, but the Financing Plan
already includes a discussion on crediting. The CALFED Program has established the principle that financial
contributions would be credited toward the ultimate obligations for the CALFED Program. For example, CVPIA
Restoration Fund payments for programs that meet the objectives of the CALFED Program could receive credit
toward funding obligations for the Program.

IPF 5.6-4

Some comments suggest that other specific fees should be considered for Program implementation. One comment
suggests that commercial and recreational fishermen, for example, should be subject to fees to help fund the
Ecosystem Restoration Program. CALFED agrees that all beneficiaries should contribute funding to
implementation of the Program; this could include fishermen, boaters, dredgers, and others. The fact that
fishermen were mentioned by CALFED as beneficiaries of the Ecosystem Restoration Program means that cost
sharing from fishermen will be considered during implementation of the Program. The details surrounding user
contributions to the Program will be finalized during implementation of the Program. Please refer to response
IPF 5.6-1 for more information on user fees.

IPF 5.6-5

CALFED agrees that the Business Leaders’ report specifically states on page vii that the fee would be an option
only in the absence of GO bonds. The report also notes, however, that funding through GO bonds is not secure.
As Chapter 5 in the Implementation Plan points out, user fees once enacted can be a more stable source of
revenues. This is one reason why user fees are being considered by CALFED.
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The broad-based user fee that is described in the Financing Plan would not simply assess the fees without linking
the fee to benefits on a broad scale. User fees would be assessed to water users, based on the benefits they receive
from the Program. It is in the interest of all diverters of water from the Delta and its main tributaries to achieve
security in the level of long-term water deliveries. Such security can be achieved only if the environmental goals
of the CALFED Program are met. Broad-based user fees are one way in which water users can contribute to the
long-term stability and security of their water supplies.

Because it would be difficult to determine how much each individual water user benefits from the Program, it
would be appropriate to assess fees on all diverters, based on their collective benefits from the Program. In
addition, all Delta diverters would benefit from more reliable supplies of water. It would be impossible to exclude
individual users from the future benefits of a more reliable system; therefore, all of them should have to pay. This
approach is consistent with what the commentor describes as the appropriate use of user fees for "common
property" benefits, as both the comment and the 1996 Business Leaders’ Report define them.

It is probably safe to say that most economists define public goods and common property goods in a similar matter
and view a gradation of goods from pure public goods (like national defense); to goods where exclusion is relatively
difficult (like bird-watching on a flyway); to goods where, with some creativity, groups of users can become
identified and charged. In addition, the ability to charge may change over time and because of technological and
institutional change (for example, tollways and authorities to monitor fishing and hunting licenses).

Many of the environmental benefits that would be provided by the Ecosystem Restoration Program fall within
the range of common property and public goods--goods for which it is difficult to precisely identify beneficiaries,
exclude those that enjoy the resource, and charge accordingly. Examples include maintenance of endangered
species, general recovery of fish populations, maintenance of bird populations using wetlands along the Pacific
flyway, and better wetland habitat. The existence of many of ~hese environmental resources can be enjoyed by
individuals in and around the Bay-Delta area; and exclusion is possible only for some activities, such as
consumptive recreational fishing and entrance at wildlife areas.

Note: The particular definition of "common property" goods used by the report is a bit confused. The definition
indicates that a common property resource is one from which "individuals cannot be excluded" (page 6), but then
indicates that costs can be recovered with access fees or user charges. The ability to recover fees for financing
would generally depend on the ability to exclude users, or at least to penalize those that do not pay the fees. The
examples of common property resources given in the Business Roundtable report are parking, camping, and other
recreation fees. Camping and parking fees typically involve the ability to excludeusers. Fishing license fees involve
an ability to nonpaying users through enforcement, although perhaps reliabilityexclude license withless and
efficiency than fenced parking areas or numbered camping spots.

IPF 5.6-6

CALFED will take this comment into consideration when developing the details surrounding broad-based user
fees. The details surrounding such fees will be determined during implementation of the Program.

IPF 5.6-7

The SWP and CVP may lose flexibility because of new laws and regulations, as well as increased demand for water.
The loss of flexibility due to new laws and regulations (for example, the ESA) is not necessarily a cost that the
public should for. Water rights are subject to regulation, and project water rights (CVP and SWP) are juniorpay
to many other water rights.
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The CVPIA involves dedication of water and water user payments to the Restoration Fund. It also involves cost
sharing by the federal government and the sta.te. CALFED agrees with this policy, and similar principles will be
part of the CALFED solution. The CALFED agencies believe that a mix of public money and user funding will
be needed to solve these difficult problems.

5.7 Program Element Cost Estimates

IPF 5.7-1

CALFED’s Financing Plan is not based on equalizing budgets for each program component. Instead, the Financing
Plan is designed to find ways to adequately fund the Program in order to meet the goals and objectives of the
Program while still meeting the Program solution principles that any solution must be affordable, equitable,
implementable, and durable; reduce conflicts in the system; and pose no significant redirected impacts.

The cost estimates for Stage 1 are based on the funds that would be necessary to adequately fund each component
of the CALFED Program during the first 7 years of implementation. Some Program elements have more capital
costs initially than others. It would be irresponsible and inefficient to commit more funding than necessary to a
program element in Stage 1 just because another program element costs more initially.

IPF 5.7-2

CALFED will not be able to accommodate all of the requests of your comment. For example, until it is known
which projects will be implemented, it is impossible to determine the O&M costs. Revised cost estimates are
included in the Financing Plan. All of the items you mention would be part of the cost estimates of site-specific
projects during implementation of the Program.

CALFED has already included a discussion on the relative unreliability of state and federal funds. It is impossible
to analyze specifically how much money the federal or state government would have available for CALFED in
future years, because state and federal appropriations depend on many factors that cannot be predicted. CALFED
has proposed to deal with this problem by seeking a balanced funding package that involves contributions from
numerous sources, including federal, state, and user money.

IPF 5.7-3

Estimating costs for the CALFED Program is an ongoing process. The Financing Plan contains updated cost
estimates for each of the Program elements over Stage 1. These cost estimates will be developed and refined over
time as more information becomes available about projects during Program implementation.

IPF 5.7-4

It is expected that stakeholders would compare the costs and benefks of the Preferred Program Alternative, which
would in some cases include their own treatment costs. Regulatory water quality standards are outside the scope
of the Program. Local treatment costs to meet standards would occur with or without CALFED. Because these

based on implementation of the CALFED Program, they will not be included in the cost estimatescosts riot

for the Program.
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LEVEE SYSTEM INTEGRITY PROGRAM PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1.4    Mission

LS-1.4-1

The Delta must generally remain in its current configuration to achieve CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED
Program) objectives and meet CALFED solution principles. This conclusion is derived from the California Water
Code, Section 12981. In the Water Code, the Legislature finds and declares that: (1) the Delta’s uniqueness is
particularly characterized by its meandering waterways and many islands; (2) in order to preserve the Delta’s
invaluable the physical characteristics of the Delta should be preserved in theirform; and (3) theresources, present
key to preserving the Delta is the system of levees and waterways that define the islands. The current configuration
of the Delta is shown in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Atlas (DWR, 1995).

CALFED does not intend to maintain the status quo. CALFED agrees that some changes to the present
configuration will be beneficial, providing there are no significant redirected impacts. For example, setback and
cutoff levees could be constructed, channels restored, subsidence reversed, anddredged,ecosystems conveyance
enhanced. The Levee System Integrity Program (Levee Program) is being developed and evaluated at a
programmatic level. More focused analyses and documentation for specific projects will occur in subsequent
efforts.

LS-1.4-2

A fundamental CALFED Program concept is that the four problem areas (ecosystem quality, water quality, water
supply reliability, and levee system integrity) are interrelated and CALFED cannot describe or address problems

one problem area addressing problems areas, past, most proposed projectswithout related theother the
were single-purpose projects that led to conflict. By adopting a multi-faceted approach to solving the interrelated
problems of the Bay-Delta system, CALFED will avoid redirected impacts on others. For CALFED to be

a funding mustprovided major problem areas to assure improvementssuccessful,sufficientlevelof be of the

occur simultaneously. Thus the proposed fimding level for the Levee Program is justified, because it is balanced
by equivalent funding in the other problem areas.

LS-1.4-3

A fundamental CALFED Program concept is that the four problem areas (ecosystem quality, water quality, water
supply reliability, system integrity) are cannot problems oneandlevee inter-relatedandthatCALFED address
problem area without addressing related problems in the other areas. Reducing levee system vulnerability is
essential to all areas of CALFED, as the levees protect potential CALFED project elements. For CALFED to be
successful, sufficient level of funding be in all of the thatprovidedmust majorproblemareas to ensure
improvements occur simultaneously. Thus, the proposed funding level for the Levee System Integrity Program
is balanced by equivalent funding in the other problem areas.
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The benefits of the levee program are multi-faceted and duplicative, bearing statewide significance. Some benefits
are not easily quantified. Yet the Deka levees must generally remain in their current configuration to achieve
CALFED objectives and meet CALFED solution principles. Even if land use were to change and levees were to
beabandoned at some point in the future, these changes are not expected to occur quickly. The levees must be
improved and maintained in the interim to protect existing assets as well as proposed CALFED Program projects.

2.1.2 Scope

LS-2.1.2-1

One of the CALFED solution principles is to pose no significant redirected impacts. CALFED recognizes the
importance of coordinating Ecosystem Restoration Program, Levee Program, and Storage and Conveyance actions
to avoid unnecessary adverse impacts. The respective program managers are coordinating their actions with each
other and with technical and stakehoIder groups. Stakeholders are encouraged to provide direct input at Bay-Delta
Advisory Committee (BDAC) meetings held approximately monthly.

LS-2.1.2-2

One of the CALFED solution principles is to pose no significant redirected impacts. Any significant flood control
impacts due to Ecosystem Restoration Program actions will be mitigated--regardless of where the Ecosystem
Restoration Program actions are implemented.

LS-2.1.2-3

Although Table 3 in the Levee System Integrity Program Plan provides data regarding only the levee system,
Appendix D, "Special Projects Information Matrix," provides important information on the resources protected
by the levee system. Appendix D includes information on island acreage and levee mileage, life and personal
property, agricultural production, water quality, recreation, cultural resources, infrastructure of local and statewide
concern, and habitat and ecosystems. This information will need to be updated regularly to provide the best
information for decision makers.

CALFED does not propose the construction of setback levees as a means to improve levee system integrity or
reliability. Land acquisition needed to improve levee integrity would be minimal. Levee centerline alignments may
move slightly landward to accommodate levee rehabilitation to the Public Law (PL) 84-99 Delta Specific Standard.
CALFED intends to pursue easements, not fee title, whenever possible. CALFED is exploring ways to allow
landowners to use the easements for access roads and equipment staging areas. The current cost estimate includes
acquisition of easements for 3,419 acres for PL 84-99 improvements and 1,209 acres for associated seepage repairs.

All known levees that would be affected under the Base Level Protection Plan, which is the largest element of the
Levee Program, are listed in the Levee System Integrity Program Plan. The actions of the Special Improvement
Projects Program are subject to periodic analysis for statewide need and therefore are difficult to predict. Actions
include general levee improvement, seismic retrofitting, and subsidence correction. Setback levees may be pursued
to achieve Ecosystem Restoration Program and Storage and Conveyance benefits.

LS-2.1.2-4

The Levee Program objective is to reduce the risk to land use and associated economic activities, water supply,
infrastructure, and the ecosystem from catastrophic breaching of Delta levees. Improvements to levees outside the
legal Delta are beyond the scope of this objective. However, CALFED is concerned about the impacts associated
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with the of setback levees and the rehabilitation of levees. The Levee isdevelopment existing Program
coordinating with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the State Reclamation Board (Board) in their
efforts on the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Basins Comprehensive Flood Control Study that currently is
tmderway, comprehensive study a more appropriate venue toimprovements toThe is address leveesoutsidethe

legal Deka.

LS-2.1.2-5

The California Department of Water Resources’ (DWR’s) Bulletin 192-82 and the Corps’ PL 84-99 standards are
from the The flood elevatiori in the Delta is than thepracticalstandpointa same. 300-year onlyslightly higher
100-year event because of tidal influence. Both are agricultural standards that recognize that the landside slopes
often must be flattened significantly to obtain a satisfactory factor of safety with respect to stability. Both
standards indicate that the watersideis 2 horizontal 1 vertical.slope to

CALFED recognizes the importance of coordinating Ecosystem Restoration Program and Levee Program actions.
The their actions. The results of this coordinationincluded inrespective coordinatingprogrammanagersare are
the Levee System Integrity Program Plan, Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan, and the Multi-Species
Conservation Strategy. Prospective concept designs for Ecosystem Restoration Program/Levee Program
coordination have been locations for their will be addressed indeveloped.Specific implementation subsequent
environmental documents for individual projects.

LS-2.1.2-6

The Levee Program objective is to reduce the risk to land use and associated economic activities, water supply,
and the from of Delta levees, flood control andinfrastructure, catastrophicbreachingecosystem Improvementsto

levees outside the legal Delta are beyond the scope of this objective. However, CALFED is concerned about the
impacts associated with flood control and development outside the Delta. The Levee Program is coordinating with
the and the Board in their effortsthe Basins FloodCorps Sacramento-SanJoaquinRiver Comprehensiveon

Control Study that currently is underway in order to maximize benefits and eliminate redirected impacts on both
programs. The comprehensive study is a more appropriate venue to address improvements to levees outside the
legal Delta.

2~S-2.1.2-7

One of the CALFED solution principles is to pose no significant redirected impacts. CALFED recognizes the
importance of coordinating Ecosystem Restoration Program, Levee Program, and Storage and Conveyance actions
to unnecessary impacts. The respective program managers are coordinating their actions. Also,avoid adverse
CALFED is coordinating with the Corps and the Board in their efforts on the Sacramento-San Joaquin River
Basins Comprehensive Flood Control Study that is currently underway. The study area includes major tributaries
into the Delta. The and efforts will with theCALFEDProgram planning becompatible comprehensivestudy.

LS-2.1.2.8

A state program currently funds levee improvements to the Bulletin 192-82 level of protection. The Levee
Program is proposing to improve Delta levees to the PL 84-99 standard, which offers a level of protection similar
to 192-82 are agricultural standards.theBulletin standard.Bothstandards
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LS-2.1.2-9

CALFED does not propose to construct setback levees as a means of improving levee system integrity or
reliability. Setback levees may be pursued to achieve ecosystem restoration and storage and conveyance benefits.
The CALFED Program is being developed and evaluated at a programmatic level. More focused analyses and
documentation for site-specific projects will occur in subsequent efforts.

CALFED is concerned about impacts associated with the development of setback levees. The merits and liabilities
of setting back levees will be closely scrutinized. The construction of setback levees will be considered on a site-
specific basis. Landowners and other stakeholders will be consulted during project formulation.

2.1.6 Maintenance

LS-2.1.6-1

One of the CALFED solution principles is to pose no significant redirected impacts. Any significant flood control
impacts due to Ecosystem Restoration Program actions will be mitigated--regardless of where the Ecosystem
Restoration Program actions are implemented. Levee integrity will be maintained, and associated channel
maintenance and ecosystem restoration projects will not be allowed to diminish the level of protection. Local
agencies will be responsible for maintaining project and non-project levees. The Board will approve plans for the
maintenance and improvement of the project and non-project levees, including plans for the annual maintenance
of the levees ha accordance with the criteria adopted by the Board.

2.1.7 Oversight and Inspections

LS-2.1.7-1

The levee inspection reports will be public documents and therefore will be accessible to the public. The priority
of projects under the Special Improvement Projects element will be based on the importance or degree of statewide
benefits and the need for flood protection. CALFED suggests that the priority of Special Improvement Projects
be approved by the California Water Commission and CALFED Policy Group arid that the priority of projects
be consistent with CALFED objectives. CALFED will welcome public input through these groups.

2.2    Delta Levee Special Improvement Projects

LS-2.2-1

CALFED thanks you for your input in helping us to fill out these tables.

2.2.3 Project Priority

LS-2.2.3-1

The goal of the special improvements projects is to provide additional flood protection above the base level
protection (PL 84-99) for Delta islands that protect public benefits. Priority of projects is to be based on the
importance or degree of statewide benefits and the need for flood protection. CALFED suggests that project
prioritization be approved by the California Water Commission and CALFED Policy Group and that a Levee
Implementation Group, made up of agency representatives and stakeholders, develop the priority list of special
improvement projects consistent with CALFED objectives.

Levee System Integrity Program Plan LS-4 Response to Comments, Volume II

C--0281 26
(3-028126



2.3.5 Proposed Program

LS-2.3.5-1

The Delta must remain basically in its current configuration to achieve CALFED objectives and meet CALFED
solution principles. Attempts to substantially change the levee system or land use would be viewed as non-
implementable and, therefore, would not meet CALFED’s solution principles regardless of cost concerns. Even
if laud use were to change and levees were to be abandoned at some point in the future, these changes are not
expected to occur quickly. The levees must be improved and maintained in the interim to protect existing assets,
as well as proposed CALFED Program projects. Over the past 25 years, the State’s existing levee program has
demonstrated that levees in the Delta can be stabilized cost effectively. Levee rehabilitation costs compare
favorably to the cost of restoring elevations of subsided Delta islands.

Subsidence control measures will be incorporated into the Levee Program Base Level and Special Improvement
projects. Grant programs will be funded to develop new measures that address subsidence. The Comprehensive
Monitoring, Assessment, and Research Program (CMARP) will assist in quantifying the effect and extent of inner-
island subsidence and its linkages to all CALFED objectives. CALFED welcomes innovative ideas from all
stakeholders. All measures must meet CALFED’s six solution principles.

LS-2.3.5-2

Continued subsidence will affect CALFED objectives to varying degrees. The Levee System Integrity Program
Plan focuses on subsidence that affects levee integrity. Current best management practices (BMPs) to correct
subsidence effects on levees will be implemented, and grant projects will be funded to further research on
subsidence effects on levees. Subsidence control measures will be incorporated into base level and special
improvement projects. Stage 1 Levee Program actions include: (1) implementation of current BMPs to correct
subsidence effects on levees, and (2) promotion of CMARP activities to quantify the effect and extent of inner-
island subsidence through ongoing and new research projects.

LS-2.3.5-3

Subsidence in the Delta is caused mainly by near-surface processes, including consolidation/settlement, shrinkage,
and decomposition of organic soils. In comparison, deep-seated causes of subsidence, such as groundwater
extraction, contribute little to subsidence in the Delta. Outside the Delta, subsidence caused by groundwater
overdraft is a concern. CALFED’s Water Management Strategy includes a groundwater storage and conjunctive
use component. As with all CALFED programs, the Water Management Strategy will adhere to the solution
principles.

2.5.2 Past and Present Efforts

L̄S-2.5.2-1

CALFED envisions that the Levee System Integrity Program will revitalize the levee rehabilitation industry in
the Deka. Through the normal course of upgrading and maintaining the levees, a fleet of specialized heavy-marine
construction equipment will be present in the Delta and thus be available for emergency response. CALFED does
not intend to assemble and maintain a fleet of barges and equipment just for emergency flood fights and repair.
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I
LS-2.5.2-2

CALFED assembled an expert seismic/geotechnical team to evaluate the seismic risk to Delta levees. The team
included very knowledgeable and experienced persons. The analyses and assessments presented in the report are
based on the most current available information. Until further research and study are conducted, this team’s
collective assessment is "state-of-the-art."

While the seismic team’s report quantifies the magnitude of the current seismic vulnerability of levees, CALFED
agrees that the "seismic risk problem" has not been defined. However, CALFED continues to seek knowledge and
solutions to the seismic risk problem. Two teams have been formed. One team of geotechnical engineers is
developing recommendations for seismic upgrades and other measures to reduce levee failures. Another team has
been tasked to perform a risk assessment of factors that contribute to levee failure, evaluate the consequences of
failure, and develop risk management options. Once these two studies are completed, the seismic risk problem
should be better understood.

LS-2.5.2-3

The following sentence has been removed from the Levee System Integrity Program Plan, pending results of the¯
risk management analysis currently being planned:

"The assessment determined that a significant seismic risk is present; however, improved preparedness can¯
reduce the potential damage."

2.5.3 Proposed ~sk Assessment
11

~-2.5.3-1

Given the numerous public benefits protected by Delta levees, the focus of the CALFED strategy is to improve1
levee integrity. The Levee System Integrity Program Plan will build on the successes of existing programs in
achieving its goals of improving and maintaining levee integrity, improving emergency response, and identifying¯
and managing the risks to Delta levees. By selecting the Corps’ PL 84-99 standard, (minimum static factor o{ satiety¯
of 1.25 and minimum freeboard of 1.5 ~t), as the base level protection, levee integrity will be increased throughout
the Delta. In ~ddition, under special improvement projects, flood protection will be increased {or key islands that¯
provide statewide benefits to the ecosystem, water supply, water quality, economy, and infrastructure. Through
the Emergency Management and Response Plan, emergency response capabilities and resource allocation will be
improved to a level that multiple concurrent levee breaks can be efficiently and quickly closed and other levee¯
threats eliminated. ¯
Over the past years, the existing Delta Levee Maintenance Subventions and Special Flood Control Project
Programs have reduced the flood and seepage risk by improving levees. Numerous research and demonstration
projects have been conducted that determined how to reduce many threats to levees. Recently, a seismic risk
assessment was made by a group of experts in the fields of seismology and geotechnical engineering, and an
evaluation of subsidence has been conducted by scientists and geotechnical engineers familiar with Delta levees.
(Refer to reports in the appendices to the Levee System Integrity Program Plan.)

CALFED staff will work with stakeholders, the public, and state and federal agencies to develop and implement
a Delta levee risk assessment and risk management strategy to be completed during Stage 1 as listed in the
Implementation Plan. CALFED will incorporate the findings from the Seismic Vulnerability, Geotechnical, and
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Risk Assessment Subteams into an overall risk assessment. Once the risk to Delta levees is quantified and the
consequences evaluated, CALFED will develop and implement an appropriate risk management strategy.

LS-2.5.3-2

The Levee System Integrity Program Plan proposes, as a minimum, to improve and maintain Deka levees to the
PL 84-99 standard. By selecting the Corps’ PL 84-99 standard, (minimum static factor of safety of 1.25 and
minimum freeboard of 1.5 ft), as the base level protection, levee integrity will be increased throughout the Delta.
In addition, under special improvement projects, flood protection will be increased for key islands that provide
statewide benefits to the ecosystem, water supply, water quality, economy, and infrastructure. Through the
emergency management and response plan, emergency response capabilities and resource allocation will be
improved to a level that multiple concurrent levee breaks can be efficiently and quickly closed and other levee
threats eliminated. CALFED concurs that the program should be designed to limit any interruption of services
and supplies following a major catastrophe to 6 months or less.

LS-2.5.3-3

CALFED continues to seek knowledge and solutions to the "levee risk problem." Two teams have been formed.
One team of geotechnical engineers is developing recommendations for seismic upgrades and other measures to
reduce levee failures. Another team has been tasked to perform a risk assessment of multiple factors that contribute
to levee failure, evaluate the consequences of failure, and develop risk management options. Once these two studies
are completed, the overall risk to Delta levees should be better understood.

CALFED staff will work with stakeholders, the public, and sta~e and federal agencies to develop and implement
a Delta levee risk assessment and risk management strategy. CALFED will incorporate the findings from the
Geotechnical and Risk Assessment Subteams into an overall risk assessment. Once the risk to Deka levees is
quantified and the consequences evaluated, CALFED will develop and implement an appropriate risk management
strategy.

4.2    Proposed Program

LS-4.2-1

CALFED is concerned about the impacts associated with the development of setback levees. The merits and
liabilities of setting back levees will be closely scrutinized. Constructing and maintaining setback levees on Deka
soils containing large amounts of peat can be difficult and very costly. Therefore, use of setback levees may not
be feasible in many cases. Landowners and other stakeholders will be consulted during project formulation.

LS-4.2-2

CALFED seeks to minimize habitat-related conflicts with local maintenance agencies and address conflicts between
the Levee Program and the Ecosystem Restoration Program. The Levee Program will build on the success of
existing programs, such as the Assembly Bill (AB) 360 program, in developing methods for successful levee and
ecosystem coordination. Levee Program and Ecosystem Restoration Program staff are working in close
coordination to develop additional strategies that will minimize conflicts between goals of the two programs.
Program staff jointly developed levee cross sections that would minimize potential conflicts.

In general, it is desirable to provide separation of the habitat from the levee cross section. An existing
environmental baseline must be set, and all existing habitat required to meet AB 360 habitat goals should be
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¯
relocated off the levee structural cross section where possible. Other vegetation on the levees must not impinge¯
on the structural levee section. The structural section is the minimum section required for levee integrity;
therefore, additional material must be placed above and beyond the levee structural section to accommodate¯
vegetation.

Levee Program and Ecosystem Restoration Program staff have coordinated with California Department of Fish¯
and Game (DFG) staff, who have identified many potential restoration sites in the Delta and are working to
coordinate the selection of Ecosystem Restoration Program levee habitat restoration sites with local residents who
have greatest knowledge of the Delta terrain. A small task force (including representatives of North, Central, and¯
South Deka Water Agencies; the Deka Protection Commission; and the National Heritage Institute) assembled
to identify attractive sites for habitat restoration. Their efforts resulted in a report titled, "Alternative Proposals
for CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program in the Delta" (State of California, Delta Protection Commission,¯
July 10, 1998).

LS-4.2-3

The impact of vegetation on levee integrity, maintenance, and emergency response is well documented in several
state and federal design and maintenance manuals. The statements made in the Levee System Integrity Program
Plan concerning vegetation on levees are well founded on published information and experience with designing,
maintaining, and flood fighting Delta levees. Two reference documents are the Corps’ 1978 Design and
Construction of Levees Manual (Engineer Manual 1110-2-1913, Washington, DC), and the recently updated (1999)
Guidelines for Landscape Planting and Vegetation Management at Floodwalls, Levees, and Embankment Dams
(Engineer Manual 1110-2-301, Washington, DC).

The Levee Program and Ecosystem Restoration Program staffs are working in close coordination to develop
strategies that will minimize conflicts between the goals of the two programs. Independently, levee vegetation and
habitat restoration demonstration projects are being constructed and promoted throughout the Delta. Information
obtained from these and future studies will further help integrate Program goals.

LS-4.2-4

Participation in the Levee Program will be voluntary, and local agencies that participate will prioritize proiects
based on their individual needs. If funding is limited, the Board will apportion the funds among those projects
identified by DWR as most critical and beneficial. Also, as listed in Table 13 (Levee System Integrity Program
Proposed Cost Sharing), footnote "a," in the Levee System Integrity Program Plan, all user costs are subject to an
"ability to pay" analysis.

LS-4.2-5

One of the CALFED solution principles is to pose no significant redirected impacts. Levee upgrades will be made
to avoid any impacts on East Bay Municipal Utility District aqueducts. Any significant unavoidable impacts due
to Levee Program actions will be properly mitigated.

5. Permit Coordination

LS-5-1

CALFED acknowledges that the Levee Program and Ecosystem Restoration Program could benefit from clean¯
dredged material, and that the Storage and Conveyance Program and general flood control could benefit from
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dredging to increase capacity. Over past decade, however, it increasinglyDeltachannels flow the hasbecome
difficuk to dredge in the Delta because of very short work windows to satisfy endangered species requirements
and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) waste discharge concerns. CALFED
approved a $500,000 Category EI grant to DFG, Protection Commission, and the CVRWQCB tothe Delta
establish waste discharge requirements and obtain general order permits that would allow dredging and reuse of
non-saline dredged material.

Board approval for the reuse of saline dredged materials will be pursued following approval of non-saline materials.
CALFED recognizes that the Long-Term Management Strategy (LTMS) Program has a significant upland disposal
goal, as Save Bay report. Once reuse dredged materials receives approval isdoesthe The the of saline Board and
found to be economically viable, CALFED will pursue the reuse of saline dredged materials from the Bay.

LS-5-2

CALFED’s need to dredge and reuse the material is clear. CALFED further agrees tha~ potential partnership
opportunities exist bay dredgers. Levee Program been communicating LTMS Program towith The has withthe
identify areas where coordination between the programs would be beneficial. Linkages between the Levee Program
and the LTMS Program are discussed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR. The availability of needed borrow or dredged
material is being investigated on a programmatic level. Implementation will be analyzed on a project-specific level.

6.0    Linkages

LS-6-1

CALFED’s role is to coordinate issues and funding. Program elements are expected to be implemented through
existing programs to the greatest extent possible.

1. Base level protection will be achieved through an extension of the existing Subventions Program defined
in the California Water Code, commencing with Section 12980, except that CALFED recommends
selection of the Corps’ PL 84-99 Delta Specific Standard as the minimum base level standard. The Board
has jurisdiction over all levee rehabilitation and maintenance, and will be the local sponsor as required.
The Board is authorized to make such rules and regulations that are necessary to carry out its
responsibilities, consistent with the California Water Code.

2. The special improvement projects element of the Levee System Integrity Program Plan will be carried out
through an extension of the existing Special Projects Program as defined in the California Water Code.
Project plans will be developed by DWR in cooperation with the local agency, the public beneficiary, and
DFG. Project plans will be subject to the approval of the appropriate local agency or agencies and DFG.

3. Subsidence control measures will be incorporated into the base level and special improvements projects.
The California Water Code’s Special Flood ControlProjects Program states that local agencies will acquire
easements from the crown along levees for the control and reversal of subsidence in areas where DWR
determines that such an easement is desirable to maintain structural stability of the levee.

4. The Emergency Management and Response Plan will build on existing state, federal, and local agency
emergency managemen.t. It will propose specific actions that will improve response flexibility to ensure
that appropriate resources are available and properly deployed, and provide for effective disaster recovery
measures. The existing emergency management structure is designed to coordinate activities of multiple
state, federal, and local agencies with varying responsibilities to provide emergency assistance in the event
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¯
of a disaster. The Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) provides a framework for¯
coordinating state and local government emergency response in California, using the Incident Command
System (ICS) and mutual aid agreements. SEMS facilitates setting priorities, cooperation among agencies,¯
and the efficient flow of resources and information.

Nevertheless, many issues and concerns overlap between the Levee Program and other CALFED components,
and between the Levee Program and ongoing programs of other agencies. The Levee Program strives to identify
all possible connections and areas of overlap, to coordinate wkh other programs to the maximum possible extent
for mutual benefit, and to ensure that Levee Program objectives do not conflict with other programs.
Implementation of the Levee Program will require regular input from stakeholders, the technical community, and
the public. A Levee Program Coordination Group will be formed at the beginning of Stage 1 implementation to
coordinate technical and non-technical issues between the BDAC knd the CALFED Policy Group. The
coordination group would also coordinate levee actions with all other CALFED actions.

10.    Funding

LS-IO-1

The Levee System Integrity Program Plan strategy to reduce the risk from catastrophic breaching of the levees
does not include the creation of a new governing body. All program elements are expected to be implemented
through existing programs, with the emphasis on establishing adequate and stable funding. The Levee Program
will build on the strengths of, and seek continuity with, existing funding programs such as the Subventions
Program and Special Projects Program. In addition, the Levee Program will seek to resolve problems in current
funding strategies and identify mechanisms that best secure lorig-term funding.

10.1.2 Proposed Funding Provisions

LS-IO.1.2-1

The existing Subventions and Special Projects Programs have received over $108 million between 1988 and 1998.¯
Local levee-maintaining agencies have matched much of this State funding. This joint capital outlay demonstrates
a significant commitment to levee maintenance and restoration programs on the State and local level. CALFED
plans a significant increase in current funding levels with the addition of federal funding to the existing State and¯
local funding.

11. Stakeholder Science Review

LS-11-1

The Levee System Integrity Program Plan strategy to reduce the risk from catastrophic breaching of the levees
does not include the creation of a new governing body. All program elements are expected to be implemented
through existing programs that work well but are hampered by a lack of adequate and consistent funding.

Nevertheless, many issues and concerns overlap between the Levee Program and other CALFED components,
and between the Levee Program and ongoing programs of other agencies. The Levee Program strives to identify
all possible connections and areas of overlap, to coordinate with other programs to the maximum possible extent
for mutual benefit, and to ensure that Levee Program objectives do not conflict with other programs.
Implementation of the Levee Program will require regular input from stakeholders, the technical community, and
the public. A Levee Program Coordination Group will be formed to coordinate technical and non-technical issues
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between the BDAC and the CALFED The coordination also will coordinate levee actionsPolicyGroup. group
with all other CALFED actions.

13.    Suisun Marsh LeveeSystem

LS-13-1

CALFED has added the Suisun Marsh levee system to the Levee Program in order to achieve ecosystem quality,
water supply reliability, and water quality objectives. Efforts to clarify linkages of these actions to the CALFED

in the Suisun Marsh levee and will be 1 listedobjectives ongoing investigation completedduringearlyStageare aS

in the Implementation Plan. The investigation results will further clarify the appropriate direction to be taken in
planning Suisun Marsh levee work.

Ensuring the integrity of the exterior levees in the Suisun Marsh sustains seasonal wetland values provided by the
marsh’s managed wetlands. Improved levees will ensure that managed wetlands are not converted to tidal wetlands
due levee failure, conversion will be with consideration of landownerInstead,to planned, support,Ecosystem
Restoration Program targets, regional wetland goals, endangered species recovery plans, and Delta water quality
objectives.

The following alternatives are being considered for the Suisun Marsh levees:

* Include all the exterior levees in the The "Suisun Marsh(approximately229miles) LeveeProgram. existing
Exterior Levee Standard" would be adopted.

* Protect part system. Reconfigure the marsh to protect existing managed developthelevee wetlandsand

new tidal wetlands.

!
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MULTI-SPECIES CONSERVATION STRATEGY
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Multi-Species Conservation Strategy
Overview of Responses to Comments

Many comments reveal confusion about the pu~ose of the Multi-Species Conservation Strategy (MSCS) and its
relationship to the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). Other
comments question how conservation measures identified in the MSCS would be implemented. The following text
provides a general clarification of these points but is not intended as a specific response to an individual comment.

Multi-Species Conservation Strategy

The MSCS for the CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED Program) is an approach to fulfilling the requirements
of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts (ESAs) and the Natural Community Conservation Planning Act
(NCCPA) that may be triggered by entities implementing CALFED Program actions. The MSCS provides a two-
tiered approach to compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The MSCS provides a program-level evaluation of the CA_LFED Program
under the federal ESA and the NCCPA. As the Programmatic EIS/EIR provides a program-level evaluation
review under NEPA and CEQA, so the MSCS provides for the preparation of action-specific implementation
plans (ASIPs) for a second-tier, action-specific, level of review under the federal ESA and the NCCPA. In this
second-tier environmental review under NEPA, CEQA, the federal ESA and the NCCPA, the impacts of specific
actions will be assessed. In addition, appropriate mitigation measures will be defined and implemented. The MSCS
two-tiered compliance strategy will strengthen and simplify compliance with the state and federal ESA and the
NCCPA for CALFED Program actions, by ensuring that both the aggregate impacts of the CALFED Program
and the specific impacts of the individual CALFED actions are addressed consistently and adequately.

Because it is a comprehensive regulatory compliance strategy and is integrated with the Programmatic EIS/EIR,
the MSCS helps to assure that CALFED Program actions can be completed in accordance with the state and
federal ESAs and the NCCPA--and that the compliance process will be systematic, efficient, and predictable. The
MSCS will not provide the CALFED Program with general authority to take endangered or threatened species.
However, the MSCS compliance process provides the means by which CALFED implementing entities may
obtain authorizations under the federal ESA and the NCCPA to allow incidental take of endangered or threatened
covered species that may be caused by specific CALFED Program actions or groups of actions.

Relationship with Programmatic EIS/EIR

The MSCS does not supplant or compete with the Programmatic EIS/EIR. Information and analyses contained
in the Programmatic EIS/EIR are used in the MSCS to prepare analyses and reach conclusions about the
CALFED Program’s potential effects on 244 evaluated species and 18 Natural Community Conservation Plan
communities (NCCP communities) for the state and federal ESAs and NCCPA purposes. The MSCS conclusions
regarding CALFED Program effects are consistent with the conclusions in the Programmatic EIS/EIR. However,
the MSCS analyses and conclusions are presented in a manner intended to assist the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) in making
necessary regulatory determinations under the federal ESA and the NCCPA.

The MSCS impact analysis is more focused than the impact analysis in the Programmatic EIS/EIR. Only
proposed CALFED Program actions that may affect NCCP communities and evaluated species are evaluated in
the MSCS. CALFED Program actions were reviewed to determine which of the proposed actions may affect
NCCP communities and evaluated species. Actions without the potential to affect NCCP communities and
evaluated species are not included. Similarly, projects or activities that are not part of the CALFED Program are
not included in the MSCS impact analysis. For example, the impacts of thermal pollution.from irrigation return
flows are not assessed in the MSCS because the cultivation of farmland in the Delta is not a CALFED Program
action.

Conservation Measures

The MSCS contains two types of conservation measures to achieve the NCCP community and evaluated species¯
prescriptions:

¯ Measures to avoid, minimize, and compensate for CALFED’s adverse effects on NCCP¯
communities and evaluated species.

¯ Measures to enhance NCCP communities and evaluated species that are not directly linked to¯
CALFED’s adverse effects.

The first type of conservation measure is designed to offset the adverse effects of CALFED Program actions and
will be undertaken by entities implementing CALFED actions. The second type of conservation measure
generally represents refinements to portions of the Ecosystem Restoration Program; Water Quality Program;
Levee System Integrity Program; and Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment, and Research Program (CMARP)
elements of CALFED that will benefit NCCP communities and evaluated species. These enhancement measures
will be undertaken by many different entities, including CALFED agencies. Progress on implementing CALFED
actions that adversely affect NCCP communities and evaluated species (for example, facilities construction) may
be linked to progress on implementing conservation measures to enhance the condition of these species and
habitats (for .example, habitat restoration).

The MSCS includes tables that identify avoidance, minimization, and compensation measures for each evaluated
species. These tables identify the types of measures that may be necessary to offset the adverse effects of CALFED
actions. The precise conservation measures that will apply to avoid, minimize, and compensate for a specific
action’s adverse effects will depend on the location and timing of the action--as well as the current status,
distribution, and needs of the affected species and habitats. To the extent practicable, the priority for
implementing these types of conservation measures is first to implement conservation measures to avoid adverse
effects, then to implement measures to minimize adverse effects, and then to implement measures to compensate
for adverse effects. The appropriate conservation measures will be developed and incorporated into an ASIP for
specific CALFED actions.

Ecosystem Restoration Program actions to restore or enhance habitats that are implemented concurrently and in
proximity to one another will be considered together when assessing their impacts on species and habitats and
imposing compensatory measures. If the restoration and enhancement actions culminate in an increase or
improvement in a particular NCCP community, compensatory measures may not be required even if a temporary
or limited adverse modification of the community or habitat type would result from the actions. Ultimately, the
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need for compensatory conservation measures for CALFED restoration and enhancementactions will depend on
the type, location, timing, and success of the related actions.

The MSCS conservation measures do not comprise all actions that will be credited toward, or required for,
compliance with the state and federal ESAs and the NCCPA. USFWS, NMFS, and DFG will consider all
proposed CALFED actions that would benefit or harm the NCCP communities and evaluated species in the
MSCS to determine whether CALFED complies with the state and federal ESAs and the NCCPA. CALFED
actions, including Ecosystem Restoration Program actions, that are not emphasized or refined in the MSCS may
nonetheless be important for compliance with the state and federal ESAs and the NCCPA.

0.     General Responses
MS 1.0-1

The CALFED Program mission is to develop a long-term comprehensive plan that will restore ecological health
and improve water management for beneficial uses of the Bay-Delta system. This mission is supported by several
solution principles, one of which is to pose no significant redirected impacts. Therefore, if in the course of
meeting an objective through groundwater pumping an impact on valley oak habitat resulted, that action would
be reevaluated to avoid or compensate for that impact.

Chapter 6.2 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR describes the impacts of the Water Transfer Program, the Water Use
Efficiency Program, and the Conveyance element on terrestrial species and habitats. Section 6.2.11 includes
mitigation strategies that will reduce any potential impacts to valley oaks to a less-than-significant level. The
MSCS provides additional analysis of the Program’s impacts on valley/foothill woodland and forest, and offers
measures in more detail than in the Programmatic EIS/EIR th~tt will offset impacts for purposes of compliance
with the endangered species laws. (See Attachment 4, Table O in the June 1999 MSCS.)

MS 1.0-2

The MSCS provides the necessary information for 18 habkat types, referred to as the NCCP habitats and defined
in Chapter 2 in the MSCS. The 18 NCCP habitats are broad habitat categories, each of which includes a number
of habitat or vegetation types recognized in frequently used classification systems. The habitat types were also
selected so that comparisons could be made with Ecosystem Restoration Program habitat targets. For most of the
18 NCCP habitats, the Ecosystem Restoration Program targets constitute the MSCS habitat conservation goals,
and the Ecosystem Restoration Program actions necessary to meet the targets are embodied in the conservation
measures necessary to meet the MSCS habkat goals. In this manner, the Ecosystem Restoration Program and the
MSCS are fully integrated.

MS 1.0-4

The MSCS evaluates the impact to, and recommends conservation measures for, 244 species--not only fish. The
conservation measures ensure that the CALFED Program provides improvement to all of the evaluated species
that might be negatively affected by construction or other actions. Most of the conservation measures will require
some enhancement or restoration of the species’ habitat or avoidance of disturbance. Relocating species is a last
resort as relocation tends to be more detrimental to the species than improving existing conditions.

MS 1.0-5

As explained throughout the responses to comments on the MSCS, the MSCS is legally adequate to serve as a
biological assessment for the federal ESA and as a programmatic plan under the NCCPA. The MSCS will be
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revised to reflect these comments and responses, and will be circulated to the public as part of the Final
Programmatic EIS/EIR as required under NEPA.

MS 1.0-6

The MSCS has been revised to clarify that these two efforts are integrated through integration of the MSCS and
the Ecosystem Restoration Program. The MSCS contains two types of conservation measures: (1) measures to
avoid, minimize, and compensate for adverse effects on NCCP communities and evaluated species caused by
individual CALFED Program actions; and (2) measures not linked to the direct adverse effects of individual
CALFED Program actions, which are intended to ensure that the CALFED Program achieves the overall species
conservation goals. The avoidance, minimization, and compensation measures are intended to counteract the
adverse environmental effects of CALFED Program actions and will be funded and implemented primarily, if not
exclusively, by the entity implementing the action or group of actions. The MSCS generally prescribes measures
that apply to CALFED Program actions. However, the precise measures necessary to avoid, minimize, and
compensate for the adverse effects of individual CALFED Program actions or groups of actions will depend on
the scope, location, and timing of the action(s)--as well as on the current status, distribution, and needs of the
affected species and habitats.

MS 1.0-7

The MSCS measures to help achieve the overall species conservation goals, for the most part, refine or elaborate
the Ecosystem Restoration Program, CMARP, or other CALFED Program actions and will be funded and
implemented as part of these actions.

The ESA does not illegally discriminate against people or private property rights. In implementing the Program
in compliance with the state and federal ESAs, CALFED will work with willing sellers and cooperating
landowners.

1.2 Relationship of the MSCS to the Ecosystem Restoration Program

MS 1.2-1

The MSCS has been revised to clarify that the species recovery aspect of the MSCS will be implemented through
the Ecosystem Restoration Program, the CMARP, and other CALFED Programs. The Ecosystem Restoration
Program has been refined to reflect the MSCS species goals and to incorporate appropriate MSCS species
prescriptions.

2.2    Species Evaluated by the MSCS

MS 2.2-1

The CALFED ecosystem restoration objective is to improve and increase aquatic and terrestrial habitats, and to
improve ecological functions in the Bay-Delta in order to support sustainable populations of diverse and valuable
plants and animal species. The MSCS team, consisting of staff from CALFED, USFWS, NMFS, DFG, the U.S.
Department of the Interior’s solicitors office, and the State Attorney General’s office, developed a list of special-
status species known to occur or with the potential to occur within the MSCS focus area. The MSCS focus area
includes the area within the Ecosystem Restoration Program focus study area (which includes the solution area)
and the 12 potential reservoir sites. To be considered a special-status species, a species needed to meet at least one
of the 10 criteria listed on pages 2-6 in the June 1999 MSCS.
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DFG, USFWS, and NMFS (wildlife agencies), when assessing CALFED’s impact on special-status species,The
must consider all actions undertaken by CALFED within the project’s geographical scope (see pages 1-10 in the
June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR). Providing each species with a conservation goal (recovery [R],
contribute to recovery [r], or maintain [m]) and a prescription as to how the goals will be attained, ensures that
the CALFED ecosystem restoration goal mentioned above is met.

MS 2.2-2

The American white pelican was included on the list of species considered for inclusion in the MSCS but not
(Attachment 1). The pelican was not on the species list because to meetevaluated included evaluated it failed the

two criteria as follows:

Has no legal protection under federal or California ESAs or other California Fish and Game Code
sections, and is not likely to become federally or California listed as threatened or endangered
during the term of CALFED implementation; and

¯ Would not be substantially affected by CALFED actions and is not rare or limited in distribution.

MS 2.2-3

An EIS or an EIR must include a description of the environment in the project or program area as it exists before
the project or program commences. The description of the existing conditions provides the base from which the
lead agency can assess whether or how a project or program will resuk in a significant adverse effect on the
environment. Historical data on species populations trends, the extent and distribution of habitat, and how
species and habitats have benefitted from prior projects is valuable information but is not required.

The "Affected Environment/Existing Conditions" discussion for biological resources was based on the existing
conditions in the Program area in 1995, when the supporting technical reports were initially prepared. The
technical reports have been updated during development of the June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR, but most
data dates to 1995. The "Affected Environment/Existing Conditions" discussion in Sections 6.1 and 6.2 in the
Programmatic EIS/EIR provides general information on species and habitats by region. The existing conditions
generally incorporate any benefits to species and habitats derived from ecosystem enhancement projects prior to
1995. The level of information in the Programmatic EIS/EIR is sufficient for a programmatic-level understanding
of the significant effects of the CALFED Program and its alternatives on species and habitats.

The supporting technical reports for fisheries/aquatic resources and vegetation/wildlife provide additional detail
about current habitat and species conditions and a historical perspective. The technical reports are referenced in
the June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR on page 12-1. More detailed information on the 244 species evaluated
in the MSCS is contained in the MSCS, Chapter 2, and in the MSCS technical report entitled "Species Accounts
for MSCS Evaluated Species." The species accounts contain detailed ecological and status information on the 244
evaluated species. Neither NEPA nor CEQA requires that specific improvements to certain species due to
ecosystem investment be documented separately in the discussion of existing conditions.

!
i
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3.1 Species Goals

MS 3.1-1

See response MS 7.0-4, which explains how the MSCS incorporates recovery actions from all existing recovery
plans for the MSCS evaluated species. The USFWS and NlVIFS have an independent legal obligation to develop
recovery plans for federally listed species. For federally listed species that do not yet have recovery plans, the
USFWS and NMFS fully intend to utilize the MSCS, including its biological data and conservation measures, in
development of such plans. The MSCS will serve as a "blueprint" for recovery of listed species, even if the USFWS
and NMFS have not adopted the MSCS as the recovery plan for all ESA-listed species.

3.2    Prescriptions for Reaching Species Goals

MS 3.2-1

The prescription for recovery of the Central Valley steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) has been changed in the final
MSCS and the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan, Volume 1. The prescription now reads:

The Central Valley steelhead ESU will be regarded as restored when the ESU meets specific
viability criteria to be established in the NMFS recovery plan for Central Valley salmonids.
Viability of the Central Valley steelhead ESU will be assessed according to the VSP framework
developed by NMFS (NMFS, in review). The framework deals with four population
characteristics:

¯ Abundance: Populations are large enough to resist extinction due to random
environmental, demographic and genetic variation.

¯ Productivity: Populations have enough reproductive capacity to ensure resistance to
episodes of poor freshwater or ocean conditions and the ability to rebound rapidly during
favorable periods, without the aid of artificial propagation.

¯ Spatial Distribution: Populations are distributed widely and with sufficient connectivity
such that catastrophic events do not deplete all populations and stronger populations can
rescue depleted populations.

¯ Diversity: Populations have enough genetic and life history diversity to enable adaptation
to long-term changes in the environment. Populations achieve sufficient expression of
historical life history strategies (migration timing, spawning distribution), are not
negatively impacted by outbreeding depression resulting from straying of domesticated
hatchery fish, and are not negatively impacted by inbreeding depression due to small
population size and inadequate connectivity between populations.

The NMFS recovery planning for Central Valley salmonids will proceed in two phases. The first
phase will be conducted by a TRT that will produce numeric recovery criteria for populations and
the ESU following the VSP framework, factors for decline, early actions for recovery, and provide
plans for monkoring and evaluation. The TRT will review existing salmonid population recovery
goals and management programs being implemented by federal and State agencies and will
coordinate with agency scientists, CALFED staff and Central Valley science/restoration teams
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such as the Interagency Ecological Program work teams during this first phase. TRT products
will be peer-reviewed and made available for public comment.

The second phase will be identification of recovery measures and estimates of cost and time
required to achieve recovery. The second phase will involve participation by agency and
CALFED staff as well as involvement by a broad range of stakeholders, including local and private
entities, providing guidance on biological issues.with theTRT technical

This change has been made in Attachment E, Table 1, page 15, in the final MSCS.

MS 3.2-2

Ocean harvest management is undoubtedly an important component in the recovery of Central Valley chinook
salmon. Under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act),
regulation of commercial fisheries in the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone of the western coast of the United States
(where much of the commercial salmon harvest occurs) is the responsibility of NM:FS and the Pacific Fishery
Management Council (PFMC). In ocean waters under the jurisdiction of the State of California (areas from 0 to
3 miles offshore), the Fish and Game Commission manages recreational fisheries (as well as the inland salmon
harvest) and the DFG manages commercial fisheries under the authority delegated by the State Legislature (Fish
and Game Code Section 7600 et seq.). The PFMC is composed of representatives of NMFS,. other federal agencies,
state agencies (California, Washington, Oregon, and Idaho), tribes, and individuals with pertinent expertise; the
PFMC is not a CALFED agency. The Magnuson-Stevens Act directs the PFMC to work in conjunction with
NMFS and other interested and affected parties to develop fishery management plans (FMPs), including those
affecting salmonids, for submittal to the Secretary of Commerce for approval. An FMP, in turn, establishes an
independent technical process for development of annual harvest guidelines and fishery specifications. This
process, mandated by the FMP, does not fall within the ambit of the regulatory framework of the CALFED
Program; therefore, ocean harvest affecting salmonids is not within the purview of CALFED. Like all agencies
participating in the CALFED process, NMFS continue to independently implement its regulatorywill

responsibilities that are outside the scope of the CALFED Program. With respect to ocean harvest issues in
particular, NMFS will continue to work closely with the PFMC to promote the goals of the CALFED Program
regarding anadromous salmonids.

MS 3.2-3

The CALFED agencies may not be able to fully recover salmonids through implementation of the CALFED
Program. The complicated life history of salmonids causes them to spend part of their lives in the ocean, outside
the CALFED solution area. See response MS 3.2-2, describing the legal framework for regulating ocean harvest
of anadromous fish. Nevertheless, water agencies that are implementing CALFED Program actions to assist with
recovery of the "R" anadromous fish species will receive some level of assurances.

MS 3.2-4

The measures identified in the MSCS are consistent with CALFED’s stated mission and objectives, and with
requirements placed on state and federal agencies under the endangered species laws. See response MS 5.1.2-2,
describing how an ecosystem approach to conserving species is consistent wkh the federal and state ESAs and the
NCCP Act.

The USFWS and NMFS are required by the ESA to prepare recovery plans for federally listed species. The
CALFED Program does not replace the requirement of the USFWS and NMFS to prepare these plans. CALFED
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species goals and conservation measures are based on existing recovery plans, when possible. Actions that are
necessary to "recover" or "contribute to the recovery of" species not currently listed are included in the MSCS for
two reasons: (1) to avoid future listings; and (2) to ensure that if any of the unlisted covered species addressed in
the MSCS and programmatic decisions are subsequently listed pursuant to the federal and state ESAs, the
programmatic decisions can authorize the take of the species based on the conservation measures already contained
therein.

It is the intent of the Program to reduce or avoid impacts on productive agricukur£ lands through the following
strategies:

Focus habitat restoration efforts on developing new habitat on public lands before converting
agricultural land.

¯ Restore existing degraded habitat as a priority before converting agricultural land to
nonagricultural habitat uses.

¯ Use farmer-initiated and -developed restoration and conservation projects as a means of reaching
Program goals.

Some Program goals may be met without taking agricultural lands out of production, such as flooding croplands
in winter to provide seasonal wetlands or acquiring easements for agricultural practices that benefit wildlife. For
agricultural lands required after considering these strategies, the Program proposes to acquire land only from
willing sellers.

3.4 Goals for NCCP Habitats and Fish Groups

MS 3.4-1

The USFWS and NMFS expect to have completed a programmatic biological opinion at the time of the Record
of Decision (ROD), based on the project description and analysis in the CALFED Programmatic EIS/EIR.
Similarly, DFG is expected to make its NCCP determination at the time of the Notice of Determination (NOD)
for the Programmatic EIS/EIR. As to the inclusion of actions and strategies that support the habitat needs of
wetland species other than the focus fish species, the MSCS incorporated the Ecosystem Restoration Program goals
for 18 habitats found within its geographical scope. Of the 18 habitats, 8 habitats--ranging from tidal perennial
aquatic to seasonally flooded agricukural lands--serve the habitat needs of waterfowl, shorebirds, amphibians, and
mammals. As implementation of the protection and/or restoration of these habitats moves forward in a more
project-specific manner, models provided by documents such as the Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals (March
1999) and the San Francisco Bay Joint Venture’s Restoring the Estuary: An Implementation Strategy for the
SFBJV, as well as close coordination with organizations such as the San Francisco Bay Joint Venture, will assist
CALFED in ensuring that all the species and habitat goals are realized.

MS 3.4-2

The commentor’s assumption that it will require 1.2 million acres of agricultural land to reach the goals for the
NCCP habitats in the MSCS is erroneous. Specifically, the 388,000 acres of seasonally flooded agricultural land
and upland cropland are the same acres, not additive. It is unclear where the rest of the 1.2 million acres came
from, although it is assumed to have been compiled from other habitat goals, such as managed seasonal wetlands.
Adding these numbers together and assuming that they reflect newly created habitat is misleading. The managed
seasonal wetlands figures, for the most part, account for existing wetlands that will be improved and are not now
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in agricultural use. The upland cropland/seasonally flooded agricultural land number (388,000 acres) will affect
but will not convert agricultural lands. See also response ERP 0.2-1.

See response MS 3.2-4, which describes the mitigation strategies for minimizing the impacts to agricultural lands
that may resuk from implementation of habitat restoration activities. Because these strategies will be funded
through implementation of the Ecosystem Restoration Program and through mitigation for Program impacts, they
will not fall on the private landowner. The CALFED Program and its participating agencies have accepted the
responsibility of recovering the focus species of the CALFED Program.

MS 3.4-3

The purpose of the MSCS is to provide the biological analysis and data for the Program’s compliance with the
endangered species laws. Accordingly, the conservation measures contained in the MSCS are intended to improve
the health of species and habitats within the MSCS focus area. The MSCS recognizes the habitat values provided
by upland croplands and seasonally flooded agricultural lands, and specifies conservation measures that maintain
the agricultural values of these lands while also enhancing their value for species.

One of the stated purposes of the CALFED Program is to improve water supply reliability to all users of Bay-
Delta water. Given the variability in California’s climate, the many sources used for irrigation water, and the wide
variances in cost and wilRugness-to-pay, CALFED cannot guarantee a set amount of water to agriculture in
general, or to any other sector. CALFED has proposed programs that will, if fully implemented, result in more
reliable water supplies to users. These programs include not ordy the MSCS, which will strive to avoid future
endangered species listings and attendant water diversions, but the Levee System Integrity Program and Storage
and Conveyance. It would be infeasible and outside thescope of the Program, however, to state that a certain
number of acre-feet of water are guaranteed to agriculture statewide.

The Program intends to reduce or avoid impacts on productive agricultural lands through implementation of the
following strategies:

Focusing habitat restoration efforts on developing new habitat on public lands before converting
agricultural land.

¯ Restoring existing degraded habitat as a priority before converting agricultural land to non-
agricultural habitat uses.

¯ Using farmer-initiated and-developed restoration and conservation projects as a means of reaching
Program goals.

Some Program goals may be met without taking agricultural lands out of production, such as flooding croplands
in winter to provide seasonal wetlands or acquiring easements for agricultural practices that benefit wildlife. For
agricultural lands required after considering these strategies, the Program proposes to acquire land only from
willing sellers.

MS 3.4-4

The acreages for all NCCP habitats have been checked and corrected to be consistent with the Programmatic
EIS/EIR and the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan.
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4.1.8 Conveyance

MS 4.1.8-1

The action referred to by the commentor is one of the actions proposed to be taken during implementation of the
Preferred Program Alternative. Locations and feasibility of levee setbacks will be evaluated in the action-specific
implementation plan (ASEP) for that specific project.

5.1.2 Determining the Likelihood That CALFED Program Actions Will Affect Evaluated Species

MS 5.1.2-1

Actions in the Water Use Efficiency Program and other parts of the CALFED Program that may result in
potential adverse impacts on the giant garter snake will be required to incorporate appropriate mitigation as part
of project-specific NEPA/CEQA review. The text in Section 6.2 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR has been revised
to indicate that biological impacts from the Water Use Efficiency Program can be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level. Further, MSCS conservation measures will be incorporated into such projects through the ASP
process during project-specific compliance with the endangered species laws. Giant garter snakes will also benefit
from Ecosystem Restoration Program actions, including measures to enhance, restore, and protect natural and
managed seasonal wetlands, nontidal freshwater permanent emergent wetlands, and seasonally flooded agricultural

MS 5.1.2-2

Although the consultation process tends to focus on one or a few listed species, the purpose of the federal ESA
is to recover listed species by restoring the ecosystems on which they depend (Section 2 in the federal ESA). The
California ESA has a similar purpose. The NCCP Act contains an even more pronounced ecosystem focus in that
it promotes enhancement of the condition of both listed and non-listed species in the area for which a project
proponent is preparing an NCCP Plan. Accordingly, the mandates of the federal and state ESAs and the NCCP
Act complement CALFED’s focus on ecosystem restoration. Where individual actions inevitably benefit one
species to the detriment of another, it is critical to consider the effects of the whole Program and its overall benefits
to individual species. CALFED’s goals for species management are to recover, contribute to recovery or, at a
minimum, maintain the baseline of individual species affected by the CALFED Program.

5.1.4 Impact Analysis

MS 5.1.4-1

The two GIS databases discussed in the MSCS were used to determine the extent of the NCCP habitats within
the MSCS focus area and not for habitat quality or restoration. The use of higher resolution along with the
necessary field surveys will take place at the project-specific level, as will the discussion on the type and seral stage
of the restored habitat.

5.2    Conservation Measures

MS 5.2-1

CALFED is currently working with a panel of scientists and biologists to ensure that restoration of the key
habitats and functions proceeds in the most scientifically correct manner possible. Staff from the CMARP and
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the Ecosystem Restoration Program are jointly working on developing "white papers" to identify data needs for
major ecological processes, habitats, species, and stressors that are the focus of the Ecosystem Restoration Program.
These white papers will provide guidance on the most critical and appropriate restoration actions to take within
geographical areas, research to be conducted to address uncertainties, and monitoring to assess baseline conditions
and changes to the conditions as a result of restoration actions.

In response to this comment and several others, the text of the Ecosystem Restoration Program has been revised
to clarify the consistency between the measures discussed in the Ecosystem Restoration Program and the
conservation measures discussed in the MSCS for endangered species purposes. See also responses MS 5.2.2-1;
MS 1.0-2; and ERP 0.2-1.

5.2.2 Conservation Measures for Evaluated Species

MS 5.2.2-1

The MSCS is a part of the CALFED Program. The conservation measures in the MSCS serve two distinct
purposes. One set of measures sets forth what is required to avoid, minimize, or compensate for the impacts of
the Program on endangered species and habitats. These conservation measures fall within the parameters of the
mitigation strategies set forth in the Programmatic EIS/HR. A second set of measures sets forth what is required
for the Program to meet the species goals. These measures are comprised of existing elements of the CALFED
Program, particularly the Ecosystem Restoration Program, but at a higher level of detail to satisfy the
requirements of the endangered species laws. Accordingly, the MSCS conservation measures are not additive to
the Program actions and mitigation strategies analyzed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR. The MSCS therefore does
not create new or additional impacts, either to agricultural resources or any other resources, beyond the impacts
disclosed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR. See also response ERP 0.2-1.

MS 5.2.2-2

The MSCS serves as an ESA biological assessment for federal law compliance, and a programmatic NCCP for state
law compliance. The Programmatic EIS/EIR describes the broad range of environmental consequences of
implementing all elements of the CALFED Program, including the MSCS, and describes appropriate mitigation
strategies ha each resource area. Socioeconomic effects on agricultural resources are described in Sections 7.2 and
7.3 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR. The specific locations for habitat restoration efforts have not been identified
at the programmatic level.

During the implementation phase of the Program, second-tier or site-specific environmental documents will be
prepared for individual projects. These documents will identify specific locations for Program actions and the
specific conservation measures that will be required to ~e or compensate for the impacts of the actions.
Site-specific environmental documents will identify the existing land uses in the project area and will evaluate the
socioeconomic effects of implementing the Program action, where appropriate.

The MSCS is a part of the CALFED Program. The MSCS conservation measures are not additive to the Program
actions and mitigation strategies analyzed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR but rather serve as more specific guidance
for mitigating Program impacts on endangered species. Each conservation measure in the MSCS falls within the
general parameters of a Program action or mitigation strategy discussed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR.
Accordingly, the MSCS does not create new or additional impacts on agricultural resources beyond the impacts
disclosed in the Programmatic EIS/HR.
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The Program strategies, and therefore the MSCS strategies, for addressing potential impacts on agricultural landsI
can be found in response MS 3.4-2.

6.1.1 Habitat Conservation Plans I

MS 6.1.1-1
I

The text on page 6-1 in the June 1999 MSCS has been modified to acknowledge that the Solano County Water
Agency has commenced preparation of a Habitat Conservation Plan.

I
6.1.4 FERC Hydropower Relicensing

MS 6.1.4-1 I

FERC’s relicensing effort on the Mokelumne River may affect CALFED ecosystem restoration efforts on the¯
Mokelumne River but is otherwise beyond the scope of the MSCS and would be more properly addressed with
FERC directly. FERC must take into account the health of the aquatic ecosystem on any waterway where they
are engaged in the (re)licensing process. As a result, any action by FERC on the Project No. 137 relicensing effort¯
most likely would not be contrary to CALFED objectives.

7.     ESA, CESA, and NCCP Act Compliance                                                       I

MS 7.0-1

In their roles as lead agencies under the CALFED Program, the USFWS and NMFS have been engaged in informalI
consultation with other CALFED agencies since CALFED’s inception. During informal discussions, the USFWS,
NMFS, and other CALFED agencies have discussed the consultation process at length. CALFED agencies¯
initiated formal consultation with the USFWS and NM’FS in spring 2000. At the completion of formal
consultation, the USFWS and NMFS have stated that they will issue programmatic biological opinions on the
CALFED Program. The USFWS and NMFS have completed numerous programmatic biological opinions, and¯
this mechanism is appropriate here. The CALFED Program and programmatic biological opinions will identify
the framework and informational needs for initiating and completing subsequent formal consultations during
Phase m of the CALFED Program. The ASIPs contribute to streamlining the process and will be completed as¯
part of Phase m of the CALFED Program.

MS 7.0-2
I

The MSCS will serve as the framework for the Central Valley Project (CVP) and the State Water Project (SWP)
operational changes, resulting from CALFED Program actions, to comply with the endangered species laws.¯
Specific regulatory requirements pertaining to CVP and SWP operational changes from CALFED Program actions
will be developed when the CALFED agencies develop more detailed information about specific CVP and SWP
operational scenarios during Stage 1. The level of certainty and assurances for CVP and SWP operations will¯
increase as the health of the ecosystem increases.

CALFED has not taken into account the likelihood of third-party lawsuits by those who believe that mitigation¯
is inadequate or that a crucial piece of scientific information was not used during the consultation process.

I
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MS 7.0-3

Ongoing projects that are in compliance with federal and State ESA may legally continue operations. The 1999
delta smelt "crisis" occurred under an existing USFWS biological opinion. Presently, CALFED is developing new
operational mechanisms and criteria in an attempt to minimize the likelihood of future conflicts between sensitive
fish, including delta smelt, and operations at the Banks and Tracy diversions. One such measure, an
Environmental Water Account (EWA), would allow greater flexibility in operations at the Banks and Tracy
diversions by authorizing increased pumping during less fisheries-sensitive parts of the year to offset decreased
pumping during more sensitive periods.

During consultation, the consulting agencies are required to use the best scientific and commercial data available
(50 CFR 402.12). If, after issuance of a biological opinion, new information reveals effects of an action in a manner
or to an extent not considered in the biological opinion, reinitiation of consultation is required (50 CFR 402.16).
The CALFED Program has been structured in anticipation of new informational developments. CALFED has
incorporated the principles of adaptive management throughout its Program to develop new information and
modify the CALFED Program accordingly. This adaptive management approach is not jeopardized by the
consultation process. The USFWS and NMFS routinely incorporate adaptive management into the consultation
process and recommended its inclusion in the CALFED Program. Adaptive management should help to conserve
sensitive species and improve the reliability of water supplies.

CALFED can address the potential for third-party lawsuits only by adhering to existing legal requirements and
processes.

MS 7.0.4

The MSCS is designed to achieve programmatic compliance for the CALFED Program with the federal and state
ESAs and the NCCP Act. The CALFED Program is coordinated with recovery plans for federally and state-listed
species in two ways. First, the Ecosystem Restoration Program has incorporated all recovery actions from existing
recovery plans for federally and state-listed species. Second, the MSCS includes all recovery actions from existing
recovery plans as mandatory conservation measures. The MSCS also bases its species prescriptions on the recovery
plans for federally and state-llsted species (see Chapter 3 in the June 1999 MSCS).

MS 7.0-5

The ASIPs for Program actions will be subject to public review during the NEPA and/or CEQA processes for
individual Program actions.

MS 7.0-6

The MSCS provides an appropriate framework for compliance with the endangered species laws at both a
programmatic and project-specific level. The commentor is correct in stating that water users may obtain the best
assurances against increased limitations on export pumping by improving the health of the Bay-Delta ecosystem.
To that end, the MSCS specifies conservation measures that must be implemented for the Program to achieve the
species goals. These measures will be implemented throughout the duration of the CALFED Program, however,
and will not necessarily be implemented in full during Stage 1.

CALFED disagrees that the MSCS is insufficient for a programmatic ESA biological assessment. The MSCS
provides a level of detail about Program actions and their impacts on species that is commensurate with a
programmatic document. Commitments to implement the MSCS, including its conservation measures, will
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become part of an agreement that will be executed at the time the CALFED agencies issue the ROD and adopt
findings of fact for the CALFED Program (see Section 7.4.4 in the June 1999 MSCS). As described in Section 7.4.6
in the June 1999 MSCS, funding for implementation of CALFED Program actions, including the conservation
measures in the MSCS, generally will come from a variety of sources. Specific funding for implementing the
conservation measures in the MSCS will be developed through the ASP process for individual Program actions
or groups of actions.

MS 7.O-7

The change has been made.

7.1 Programmatic ESA, CESA, and NCCP Act Compliance for the CALFED Program

MS 7.1.2

The agencies that administer the state and federal ESAs, including DFG, USFWS, and NMFS, are contributing
members of CALFED and share principal responsibility for approving the project. Their role, in part, has been
to conduct informal consultation with CALFED to develop a Preferred Program Alternative in the Programmatic
EIS/EIR that achieves their agencies’ requirements, provides appropriate regulatory certainty, and is fully
enforceable under existing environmental law. Coverage for species that are presently listed under the federal and
state ESAs, and for those with the potential to be listed during the term of the Program, has been provided in the
MSCS through the development of conservation goals and the conservation measures necessary to meet those
goals. Should a species be listed that is fully covered by the MSCS during the term of the CALFED Program,
there should be no need for the agencies to require additional conservation measures, unless new scientific
information available at the time of listing indicates that additional measures are necessary.

CALFED does not have the authority to write recovery plans, as defined in the federal ESA. NMFS and the
USFWS have statutory and institutional responsibilities related to the development and adoption of recovery plans
for species listed under the federal ESA. Development of these plans is guided by federal regulations. Ecosystem
Restoration Program development to date has not fully met all necessary steps, including the opportunity for
public comment on the document as a recovery plan (although it has received extensive scientific and public
review as an e.cosystem restoration plan for the Delta), the use of best available independent scientifi.c expertise
on the listed species, and disqualification of parties to plan development who have a conflict of interest.
Implementation of recovery plans is not mandatory; these plans are intended to assist federal agencies in using their
authorities to further the purposes of the federal ESA. The federal ESA does direct federal agencies, in
consultation with and with the assistance of the USFWS and NMFS, to further the purposes of the ESA by
carrying out conservation programs for listed species.

CALFED developed the MSCS, in consultation with and assisted by the USFWS and NMFS, with the explicit goal¯
of achieving recovery for "big R" species. Although the MSCS does not constitute a recovery plan as defined by
the federal ESA, it does constitute a plan to achieve ("R’) or contribute to the recovery of ("r’) those species
affected by the CALFED Program. The Ecosystem Restoration Program has incorporated all recovery actions¯
from existing recovery plans for federally and state-listed species, and the MSCS includes all recovery actions from
existing recovery plans as mandatory conservation measures. The MSCS also bases its species prescriptions on the
recovery plans for federally and state-listed species. ¯

I
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7.2.1 Streamlined Compliance Process

MS 7.2.1-1

The Ecosystem Restoration Program identifies programmatic actions at a greater level of detail than other
common programs. The level of detail provided in programmatic action descriptions also varies among the other
common program elements. Consequently, the level of analysis varies among common programs according to
the level of detail provided in programmatic action descriptions. For some Program elements, specific
programmatic actions have not been identified; but the likely environmental effects on MSCS-evaluated species
and NCCP habitats of constructing storage facilities and affecting water transfers, for example, can be and are
reasonably addressed at a programmatic level in the MSCS.

Initially, streamlining benefits will accrue to those Program actions that were fairly well defined at a programmatic
level. For these actions, the programmatic MSCS included substantial biological data and analysis that will form
the basis for ASIPs. The wildlife agencies will use these ASIPs to determine project-specific compliance with the
ESA and NCCP Act. For other Program actions that were defined much more generally at a programmatic level,
additional biological data and analysis will be required for ASIPs, and project-specific regulatory compliance will
be less streamlined. Nevertheless, all CALFED Program actions will benefit from regulatory streamlining for
compliance with the endangered species laws.

7.2.2 Action-Specific Implementation Plans

MS 7.2.2-1

An operating agreement governing changes resulting from CALFED actions will comply with the federal ESA
and the NCCP Act in the same manner as other Program actions. A proposed operating agreement will be the
subject of an ASIP for endangered species compliance. The ASE’ for an operating agreement will include, among
other things, a detailed project description; a list of species in the action area, drawn from the MSCS; an analysis
of the operating agreement’s impacts on the species and any designated critical habitat; conservation measures in
the MSCS to minimize and mitigate impacts and the funding to accomplish them; conservation measures in the
MSCS to achieve the species goals and the funding to accomplish them; and measures to provide assurances to
cooperating landowners (see Section 7.2.2 in the June 1999 MSCS). The wildlife agencies will use the ASIP as the
basis for determining compliance with federal and state ESAs and the NCCP Act, authorizing incidental take of
covered species, and providing any assurances.

MS 7.2.2-2

The MSCS provides a programmatic level of discussion of CALFED Program actions. Because many Program
actions are defined only generally at the programmatic level, additional biological data and analysis may be
required beyond what is contained in the MSCS. The need for specific additional information, such as site-specific
population surveys, will depend on the type and location of the Program action. Due to the sheer number of
act:ions in the CALFED Program, the MSCS does not attempt to state which programmatic actions will or will
not require additional data and analysis.

MS 7.2.2-3

The MSCS is intended to provide a broad evaluation of how the entire CALFED Program will affect species and
habitats and an overall strategy for ensuring that the Program meets the species goals. The array of biological
information and analysis in the MSCS will assist entities implementing Program actions by forming the basis for
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the ASI[Ps. In this sense, agencies and entities implementing CALFED Program actions will not need to "start
from scratch" with endangered species compliance. Nevertheless, as the MSCS acknowledges, additional
information will be required in many AS]~s to allow the wildlife agencies to ascertain how a Program action
affects species and habitats (see page 7-2 in the June 1999 MSCS). Some Program actions will require a lesser degree

of additional information and analysis because they are relatively well defined at the programmatic level. For
example, some actions in the Ecosystem Restoration Program may be sufficiently detailed so that the information
and analysis in the MSCS constitutes the majority of what will be required in an ASIP (see Chapter 7 in the
June 1999 MSCS).

MS 7.2.2-4

The MSCS does not contain an adequate level of detail to provide compliance with federal and state ESAs or the
NCCPA for individual Program actions, particularly considering that the location and scope of most individual
Program actions remains only partially defined at the programmatic level. Agencies and other entities
implementing Program actions will develop the ASP as the project-level blueprint for project-level compliance
with the endangered species laws. The likelihood that the wildlife agencies will impose conservation measures
on project proponents beyond those delineated in the MSCS has been reduced by the comprehensive and
programmatic nature of the MSCS. In addition, the MSCS creates a preference for measures that do not require
additional commitments of either land or water in the event that additional conservation measures are required
to comply with federal and state ESAs or the NCCPA. Thus, while the wildlife agencies cannot eliminate the
possibility that additional biologically necessary measures may be required through the ASIP process, the MSCS
protects the water user benefits that may accrue from implementation of Stage 1 actions to the maximum extent
allowed by the endangered species laws.

MS 7.2.2-5

CALFED has acknowledged the need for an increase in staffing for the variety of permits that may be necessary
to implement the Program. A proposal is in development for a streamlined permit review process that would
include an inter-agency task force.

MS 7.2.2-6

The coordination of environmental review and permitting for CALFED actions is in development. The public
will be informed when the process is complete.

7.3 Covered Species

MS 7.3-1

Under the MSCS, each covered species must be adequately conserved. Any of the 244 evaluated species that are
not adequately conserved by the CALFED Program will not be covered species for purposes of compliance with
the federal and state ESAs and the NCCPA. Therefore, the list of covered species may not include all of the
evaluated species. This does not mean that the "adequately conserved" standard in the MSCS is inconsistent with
the species goals in the MSCS. The goals of "recovery" or "contribute to recovery" are clearly consistent with the
"adequately conserved" standard for any species because the Program includes measures that will protect and
perpetuate these species. The goal of "maintain" may be consistent with an "adequately conserved" standard,
depending on the condition of the species and the extent to which the species may incidentally benefit from
Program actions. For example, preservation of existing populations of certain "m" species may allow the species
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exist in The would be under and therefore could beto perpetuity. species "adequatelyconserved" the MSCS
included in the covered species list.

MS 7.3-2

As the majority of the commentor’s letter addresses impacts on anadromous fish species, specifically salmon and
it assumed that the with the of those addressed thesteelhead, is is potentiallisting species.concern CALFEDhas

need to recover all the anadromous fish species found within the focus area of the Program regardless of their legal
status (i.e., federally or state-listed, or not listed).

The MSCS has provided for the potential of non-listed at-risk native fish species becoming listed during the term
of the Program by including them as covered species. All covered species have been given a conservation goal of
recovery, contribute to recovery, or maintain--with corresponding conservation measures ensuring that those
goals can be met.

7.3.1 Incidental Take Authorization for Covered Species

MS 7~3.1-1

As stated in Chapter~ 7 in the June 1999 MSCS, neither the programmatic biological opinions nor the
programmatic NCCPA determination will authorize take of the species covered in the MSCS. The wildlife
agencies may authorize incidental take of covered species based on the programmatic MSCS and an ASP.the
ASIPs will be developed for individual Program actions or groups of actions when information is available in
sufficient detail to allow the wildlife agencies to fully evaluate the impacts on covered species and habitats. This
approach includes system operations resulting from CALFED Program actions.

MS 7.3.1.2

The MSCS serves two main purposes. First, the MSCS will ensure that CALFED Program actions comply with
the endangered species laws, avoid jeopardy, and adequately conserve the MSCS evaluated species. The MSCS
prescribes a process for individual project proponents to follow in order to comply with endangered species laws
during project implementation. The compliance process will ensure that project proponents implement measures
to avoid, minimize, and compensate for adverse effects to NCCP communities and evaluated species that are
caused by individual Program actions. Second, the MSCS will ensure that implementation of the Program
includes implementation of all measures necessary to meet the goals for the species evaluated in the MSCS:
recovery, contribute to recovery, or maintain (pages 3-1 and 3-2 in the June 1999 MSCS). Implementation of
many actions contained in the Ecosystem Restoration Program is a fundamental step toward ensuring recovery
of the ecosystem, including listed and unlisted species.

MS 7.3.1-3

Contrary to the assertion in the comment, Fish and Game Code Section 2835 provides DFG with authority to
permit the incidental take of species addressed in an NCCP, independent and apart from DFG’s authority to issue
incidental take permits under the state ESA. If Section 2835 were interpreted to mean only that DFG may or may
not be able to permit the take of species identified in an NCCP, depending on whether it is authorized to do so
elsewhere in the Fish and Game Code, Section 2835 would not in any way expand, limit, or clarify DFG’s
authority. Section 2835 establishes in DFG the authority to permit the take of species, including an endangered
species or a threatened species, if the species is conserved through an NCCP.
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The case cked in the comment is a Superior Court decision, not an opinion of the Court of Appeal, and does not
provide binding authority on this issue. Nor does Fish and Game Code Section 2825(c) support the interpretation
advanced in the comment. Section 2825(c) requires DFG to implement an NCCP through the California ESA
"if appropriate." This simply means that NCCPs may be used as the basis for issuing incidental take permits. It
does not mean that state ESA incidental take permits are the only means by which take may be authorized under
an NCCP.

7.3.3 Modifications to Covered Species List

MS 7.3.3-1

The MSCS does not propose to limit the wildlife agencies from requiring additional biologically necessary
measures when a species is added to the covered species list. If it is necessary to increase measures in order to meet
the conservation standard for a species added to the covered species list, the wildlife agencies will require the
additional measures. The wildlife agencies have contributed to the content of the MSCS, however, and have
provided input on the conservation measures for all 244 evaluated species. The MSCS therefore reduces the
likelihood that additional measures will be necessary to cover an unlisted evaluated species if it becomes listed as
threatened or endangered. Among biologically adequate measures, it is appropriate for the wildlife agencies to
prefer measures that are already developed and included in the Program and that do not require additional
obligations of land or water (see Chapter 7 in the June 1999 MSCS).

7.4 Implementation

MS 7.4-1

The CALFED agencies will enter into an agreement for the implementation of the programmatic MSCS. The
agreement will include a commitment that the agencies will implement the MSCS, including those conservation
measures designed to ensure that the Program meets the species goals (see Chapter 7 in the June 1999 MSCS).
Thus, the agreement will ensure that those portions of the CALFED Program that are necessary to meet the
species goals, including certain parts of the Ecosystem Restoration Program, will be implemented. If certain key
Program actions (such as Ecosystem Restoration Program actions) are not implemented as planned, incidental take
authorization issued in reliance on the actions may be modified or revoked.

7.4.1 Entities That Will Implement CALFED Program Actions and the MSCS

MS 7.4.1-1

The MSCS discloses that Program actions may be implemented by federal, state, and local agencies, and private
organizations and individuals, which is sufficient for programmatic analysis. The specific entities implementing
individual Program actions will be identified in ASPs; their potential for success can be evaluated at that time.

7.4.3 Linking Program Actions for Implementation and the Impact of Linkage on Take Authorization

MS 7.4.3-1

The wildlife agencies will analyze the individual effects of each Program action through the ASP process, which
will tier off the information and analysis in the MSCS. In characterizing the impacts of individual Program
actions on species and habitats, however, the wildlife agencies will look at the collective adverse and beneficial
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effects of those actions the collective and beneficial effects of actionsproceedingtogether.Characterizing adverse
will not nullify recovery objectives in the Ecosystem Restoration Program and the MSCS because each Program
action must avoid, minimize, or compensate for its adverse effects on biological resources.

7.4.5 Assurances

MS 7.4.5-1

The wildlife agencies will provide assurances under the federal and state ESAs and the NCCPA to agencies and
entities implement Program actions, scope and durationthe assurances depend onother thatwill The of will the

type of action being implemented and the condition of the species at issue. The general types of assurances are
described in Section 7.4.5 in the June 1999 MSCS.

The wildlife agencies will provide assurances for changes in water operations resulting from CALFED actions that
are commensurate with the level of protection that any proposed operations scenarios provide for the listed fish
species, agencies’ programmatic will short-term assurancesoperational changesThewildlife decisions address for
that will be proposed for the first few years of the Program. Longer term assurances will be developed as the
CALFED agencies make decisions about the Water Management Strategy and how an EWA may be handled.

The Northern California Water Association (NCWA) proposal on MSCS assurances (June 8, 1999) was
specifically considered in development of the programmatic assurances described in the MSCS. Many suggestions
in NCWA proposal were incorporated. Other suggestions were not incorporated because they werethe
inappropriate at a programmatic level; however, these suggestions may be included in ASIPs, depending on the
type of Program action involved.

MS 7.4.5-2

agencies are participants in the CALFED Program in responsibilityThe wildlife and will share the for
implementing the Program after completion of the Programmatic EIS/EIR process. The wildlife agencies have
consulted with CALFED Program staff and have contributed to the development of a Preferred Program
Alternative that will meet the requirements under the endangered species laws and provide appropriate regulatory
certainty. The MSCS provides the framework for the various elements of the Preferred Program Alternative to
comply with the endangered species laws. At the same time, the MSCS provides the framework for the CALFED
Program to meet its species conservation goals and to provide assurancesimplementation entirefor the

Program. See response MS 7.4.5-1, describing assurances for water users and cooperating landowners during
implementation of the various elements of the CALFED Program.

MS 7.4.5-3

The wildlife agencies will provide assurances under the federal and state ESAs and the NCCPA to agencies and
other entities that will implement Program actions. The scope and duration of the assurances will depend on the
type of action being implemented and the condition of the species at issue. See response MS 7.4.5-4, describing
assurances for cooperating landowners. See response MS 5.2.2-1, describing how the actions in the MSCS are not
additive to CALFED Program actions and mitigation strategies in the MSCS. The safety impacts of implementing
CALFED Program actions are described in Section 7.12 in the Programmatic EIS/EER.

!
i
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MS 7.4.5.4

The wildlife agencies will provide appropriate assurances regarding each CALFED Program action directly to the
CALFED agency or other entity carrying out the action. The assurances will be based on the ASIP developed
for the Program action in the MSCS streamlined permitting process. Assurances will limit new or different
conservation measures that would require additional commitments of land or water, or additional restrictions on
the use o~ land, water, or other natural resources beyond what is required in the ASIP for covered species. The
specific scope and duration of the wildlife agencies’ assurances will vary, depending on the scope and duration of
each Program action’s impacts on covered species and whether the impacts will recur or continue over an
extended time.

Cooperating landowner programs will include, where appropriate:

¯ Protections for farmers and ranchers who neighbor land preserved by CALFED agencies for
wildlife conservation purposes under the CALFED Program.

¯ Protections for landowners or local public entities who maintain levees on which wildlife habitat
will be created or enhanced under the CALFED Program.

¯ Protections for landowners or local public entities who use or divert water from streams or rivers
newly opened to anadromous fish under the CALFED Program.

¯ Protections for landowners or local public entities who operate and maintain water diversions in
which fish screens will be installed under the CALFED Program.

The CALFED Program is developing a coordinated environmental review and permitting process for Program
actions. The wildlife agencies are currently developing methods to streamline their own agency review of
Program actions for different permit requirements.

MS 7.4.5-5

The MSCS does not circumscribe federal and state agencies’ general obligations under the respective ESAs to use
their authority to conserve species. The intent of the MSCS is to explain how agencies and other entities
implementing CALFED Program actions can receive assurances and that they will not be subject to increasing
or shifting obligations to provide mitigation for impacts caused by specific project actions.

MS 7.4.5-6

The wildlife agencies will not provide assurances that will compromise their ability to respond to changed
circumstances and declines in species health. The programmatic and comprehensive nature of the MSCS helps
to ensure, however, that the necessity for additional measures will be reduced.

MS 7.4.5-7

The justification for providing regulatory assurances to federal and state agencies is that such assurances allow for
improved project planning and ,budgeting. Local public agencies and private entities that depend on the actions
of federal and state agencies will benefit from these improvements. Assurances will also facilitate progress on all
parts of the CALFED Program by assisting in enabling different Program elements to move forward together.
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MS 7.4.5-8

The CALFED agencies and other implementing entities can authorize limited incidental take by cooperating
"as necessary or appropriate to protect compatible existing uses waterlandowners of landand thatcouldbe

affected by the Program action or associated conservation measures" (Chapter 6 in the MSCS). Cooperating
landowner assurances will extend only to those activities that are compatible with the MSCS and the CALFED

As stated in the activities limited those that will theProgram. MSCS, compatible are to not degrade existing
environmental conditions for covered species and will not prevent the CALFED Program from preserving or
improving such conditions (Chapter 7 in the Juhe 1999 MSCS). Accordingly, no cooperating landowner
assurances will be offeredwill undermine the of the Ecosystem Restoration Program orthat benefits reduce
the existing health of a species. In addition, cooperating landowner assurances are intended to apply primarily
to local public agencies, which are not otherwise obligated to contribute to the recovery of listed species.

For example, a CALFED agency may fund, build, and install a fish screen on a publicly or privately owned water
diversion and pay for its maintenance. To obtain cooperating landowner assuranGes, the owner of the water

may to agree to operate fish screen in a manner prescribed by the CALFEDdiversion need thediversionand

agency as being consistent with the Program. The cooperating landowner assurances would potentially allow for
the operation of the water diversion and fish screen in a manner that will enhance the conditions for fish species,
not maintain the status quo.

MS 7.4.5-9

The comment incorrectly states that the sole limiting factor on cooperating landowner assurances is that they be
provided only to uses that do not degrade existing conditions for covered species. The MSCS also limits
cooperating landowner assurances to those uses that do not prevent the CALFED Program from preserving or
improving conditions for species (see page 7-22 in the June 1999 MSCS. Where appropriate, the wildlife agencies
can require that measures necessary to protect cooperating landowners include measures that will further
achievement of ESA and MSCS species goals.

MS 7.4.5-10

The wildlife agencies will offer "safe-harbor" type assurances to cooperating individuals and entities. The intent
of these assurances is to preserve compatible land uses within the MSCS focus area, even as the number of
threatened and endangered species increases. The June 1999 MSCS describes the potential scope of this type of
assurance in Section 7.4.5. Notably, the term "safe harbor" refers to a specific regulatory program under the
federal ESA, Section 10 (a) (1) (a) . The wildlife agencies will be offering safe-harbor type assurances, although the
assurances will not necessarily fall within federal ESA Section 10(a)(1)(a).

MS 7.4.5-11

The wildlife agencies cannot make determinations regarding assurances or compliance with the federal or state
ESAs or the NCCPA for individual CALFED Program actions without sufficiently detailed biological
information and analyses. Therefore, specific assurances regarding individual CALFED Program actions or
groups of actions will not be provided until an ASIP has been prepared for such actions or group of actions.
ASIPs will also serve as project-level biological assessments and will provide the basis for project-level fact findings.
In short, assurances, biological assessments, and fact findings for CALFED Program actions will be created or
established only when sufficient information and analyses are available to support them.
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For the same reason that it is necessary and appropriate for CALFED to address governance and financing at a
programmatic level, however, it is necessary and appropriate to address assurances and compliance with federal
and state ESAs and the NCCPA at a programmatic level. For this purpose, it is not necessary to know the
precise nature and extent of potential development facilities or other specific CALFED Program actions, provided
that the MSCS provides an appropriate framework for addressing the impacts of such actions once their nature
and extent are better defined. The wildlife agencies can determine generally, or programmatically, whether the
CALFED Program provides an appropriate framework for compliance or assurances based on more general,
programmatic biological information and analyses. Consequently, the MSCS meets the requirements of federal
ESA regulations 50 CFR §402.12 for a program action.

The MSCS has been revised to clarify funding responsibilities. Funding for implementation of measures required
to mitigate the adverse affects of a CALFED Program action or group of actions will be provided as part of the
action or group of actions. For example, measures to mitigate the impacts of a development facility will be funded
largely, if not exclusively, as part of the development facility action. Measures that are not directly linked to the
adverse affects of CALFED actions will generally be funded as part of the Ecosystem Restoration Program, the
CMARP, or the Water Management Strategy. In this sense, the discussion of Ecosystem Restoration Program
financing issues pertain directly to the MSCS.

MS 7.4.5-12

The Ecosystem Restoration Program and the MSCS include an adaptive management strategy designed to
incorporate new information, and to respond to unforeseen successes arid failures in their implementation. For
further discussion of assurances, please see response MS 7.4.5-11.

MS 7.4.5-13

As stated in Chapter 7 in the June 1999 MSCS, neither the programmatic biological opinions nor the
programmatic NCCPAG1

determination will authorize take of the species covered in the MSCS. The wildlife agencies may authorize the
incidental take of covered species based on the programmatic MSCS and an AS~P. ASPs will be developed for
individual Program actions or groups of actions when information is available in sufficient detail to allow the
wildlife agencies to fully evaluate the impacts on covered species and habitats. This approach includes any changes
to existing system operations resulting from CALFED actions.

The wildlife agencies will provide assurances for operational changes that are commensurate with the level of
protection that any proposed operations scenarios provide for the listed fish species. The wildlife agencies’
programmatic decisions will address short-term assurances for operational changes that will be proposed for the
first few years of the Program. Longer term assurances will be developed as the CALFED agencies make decisions
about the Water Management Strategy and how an EWA may be handled.

7.4.6 Funding

MS 7.4.6-1

The MSCS is a programmatic compliance document and provides a general description of financing that will be
used to implement conservation measures and monitor compliance. Financing will occur in two ways. The
MSCS conservation measures that will avoid, minimize, or compensate for impacts of implementing Program
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actions will be financed and addressed the ASIPs. 7-23 in the 1999byproject throughproponents (See Junepage
MSCS.) Funding must be identified in ASIPs before the wildlife agencies will provide incidental take
authorization. The MSCS conservation measures to ensure that the Program meets its species goals may be
financed restoration in California 204 and in the Federalthrough: ecosystem fundingdesignated Proposition
Bay-Delta Act, (2) other existing public funding sources, (3) a broad-based user fee, or (4) a combination of the
foregoing sources. (See Chapter 7 in the MSCS.)

8. Monitoring

MS 8.0-1

The CMARP is the integrated monitoring program that will be used to monitor implementation of MSCS and
Restoration In the MSCS and Restoration will eachEcosystem Program addition, Ecosystem Programmeasures.

be implemented according to an adaptive management program that will be informed by the results of the
monitoring and research conducted by or through the CMARP. The MSCS has been revised to clarify that
conservation measures that are not linked to direct impacts of CALFED Program actionsimplementedthe will be
as part of the Ecosystem Restoration Program, the CMARP, or other appropriate CALFED programs. The
MSCS, Ecosystem Restoration Program, and the CMARP provide an integrated adaptive management program

actions. Measures specifically to mitigate the impacts CALFED Program actions,forsuch intended of individual
and monitoring of the implementation and effectiveness of such measures, will ordinarily be carried out by the
entity implementing such actions. However, CALFED anticipates that action-specific monitoring will be
conducted coordination with thein CMARP.

MS 8.0-2

The entity implementing the CMARP will be the authority that oversees and coordinates the monitoring of
implementation and the success of CALFED’s conservation measures, including ecosystem restoration actions.

8.1    Purpose of Monitoring

MS 8.1-1

The text has been modified to read "assesses the status of species."

11. Attachments

MS 11.0-1

Education and public outreach programs are important elements of CALFED’s Ecosystem Restoration
Coordination Program. Monitoring programs for compliance with specific conservation measures such as this
one will be part of the ASIPs developed at the project-specific level and will include discussion for the necessary
~unding.

MS 11.0-2

change has been made in the MSCS and in the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan.The

!
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MS 11.0-3

Through CALFED’s monitoring and adaptive management programs, we will continue to evaluate the
applicability of implementing certain management actions such as fine sediment control.

MS 11.0-4

The applicability of implementing actions such as this one will continue to be evaluated through monitoring and
adaptive management.

MS 11.0-5

Ecosystem-based educational and public outreach programs are important elements of the Ecosystem Restoration
Coordination Program.

MS 11.0-6

The text has been corrected.
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PHASE 11 REPORT
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

0. General Responses

PH2:0-1

The CALFED Bay-Deha Program (CALFED Program) is committed to the application of sound economic
principles in the selection, refinement, and implementation of the Preferred Program Alternative.

PH2:0-2

This comment enumerates tasks that will be essential before implementation of actions but not necessarily by the
time of the Record of Decision (ROD). CALFED will develop a Water Management Strategy at the programmatic
level by the time of the ROD and, of course, documents pertaining to the ROD will be completed when a ROD
is issued. Site-specific environmental documentation, including details of monitoring plans, will be completed after
the ROD in conjunction with planning for site-specific actions. Continuing refinement of the Water Management
Strategy also will take place during the CALFED implementation phase.

PH2:0-3

CALFED conducted consistency reviews and considered public comments to correct inconsistencies in Program
documents.

PH2:0-4

Please see common response 13.

PH2:0-5

Flood control outside the CALFED problem area is not a primary responsibility of CALFED. CALFED actions
will be carried out in a manner mindful of the need to prevent flooding and limit flood damage. Where CALFED
actions would exacerbate flood risk, this risk will be avoided or mitigated. Where CALFED objectives can be met
in concert with flood control objectives, CALFED will work to coordinate efforts in order to produce synergistic
multiple benefits. CALFED actions are being coordinated with the San Joaquin and Sacramento River Basins
Comprehensive Study. The mission of this study is to develop a systemwide, comprehensive flood management
plan for the Central Valley in order to reduce flood damage and integrate ecosystem restoration. The
comprehensive study is being conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR) Reclamation Board. Both the Corps and DWR are CALFED agencies.

PI-I2:0-6

It would be a simplistic misrepresentation of the CALFED Program to assert that it aims to improve the
ecosystem and acquire water supplies by converting agricultural resources. The Program will provide many
benefks to agricukure. The Water Transfer Program element will improve the current situation by helping to
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disclose impacts on agricultural resources from proposed transfers, so that these impacts can be avoided or
mitigated. The Ecosystem Restoration Program element will improve the current approach to restoration--first
by explicitly examining restoration opportunities on public lands, then through conservation easements, and only
then through acquisition of lands that may currently be used for agriculture. The Water Management Strategy,
including Storage and Conveyance, will improve water supply reliabilky for all beneficial uses, including
agriculture. The primary resource protected by the Levee System Integrity Program is agriculture. Finally, water
acquired for ecosystem restoration beyond regulatory requirements will be acquired through means such as
willing-seller transfers.

PH2:0-7

CALFED has designed programs that rely, whenever possible, on voluntary, cooperative, cost-effective actions.
This effort to maintain private ownership and productivity will continue as detailed implementation planning
comlTlences.

PH2:0-8

This comment is contradicted by the elements of the CALFED Program. CALFED agencies have worked to
secure substantial funding for local conservation and recycling projects through California Propositions 204
and 13. DWR and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) have committed to sharp increases in the levels
of technical assistance and planning assistance that they provide with respect to water conservation and water
recycling. The CALFED approach to programmatic compliance with Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 is
expected to result in commitments for water conservation, water recycling, water transfers, and other alternatives
before project-specific permits could be sought for new or expanded surface water storage. Please also see common
response 10.

PH2:0-9

Water supplies for northern California are protected by area-of-origin statutes. To the extent that dollars for water
conservation and water recycling can be spent cost effectively in southern California, CALFED programs are
intended to help assure that such funding is available. Please also see common response 13.

PH2:0-10

Each of the three CALFED alternatives includes total or partial maintenance of the common Delta pool. The
dual-Delta conveyance approach would involve reduced, but not eliminated, reliance on a common Delta pool.
The Preferred Program Alternative relies entirely on a common Delta pool, with all export supplies drawn from
Delta channels.

PH2:0-11

California water policy has been fraught with disagreement and decision-making gridlock for decades. Decisions
that are not based on broad consensus are blocked by those who believe that their interests will be harmed. The
CALFED consensus-based decision process is slower than some previous attempts to chart California water
policy, but may ultimately be more successful if consensus can be built around a CALFED plan.

!
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PH2:0-12

This is outside the scope of CALFED.

PH2:0-13

are to improve water supply reliability, including reliabilityexport areas--notCALFEDactions intended for
create an impact ~hat must be n~tigated. This includes increasing flexibility so that it is possible to meet export
needs and also comply with endangered species protections. This increased flex~b~ty may also help provide

water supplies 800,000 (800 TAF) per year designated purposesalternative for the acre-feet for environmental
under the Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA). However, k is not the responsibility or purpose
of CALFED to identify specific water sources to replace Delta water that cannot be exported due to compliance
with the and federal Acts the CVPIA.state EndangeredSpecies (ESAs)or

PH2:0-14

Elements of the CALFED Program are described at a programmatic level. Some parts of the program, such as
governance and finance, will require action by other entities such as the California Legislature or Congress; these
actions therefore will be finalized the time of Final Environmentalnot Programmatic Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). Please see common response 1.

PH2:0-15

One CALFED Program element, the Ecosystem Restoration Program, includes a Strategic Plan for Ecosystem
Restoration (Strategic Plan) bound as a separate For Program elements, strategic planning isdocument. other
imbedded in the program plans. CALFED is continuing to develop its Water Management Strategy, which will
serve as a strategic plan for water management.

PH2:0-16

Please see common response 10.

PH2:0-17

Several linkages and parts of the CALFED Program will assure comparable progress in all Program resource areas.
First, CALFED was created out of the recognition that the diverse problems of the Bay-Delta system cannot be
solved individually because they are interrelated; this recognition will be carried forward into a comprehensive
and integrated implementation plan. Implementation during Stage la includes progress on all CALFED problem
areas. An integrated CALFED governance structure is being developed that will help assure integrated
implementation; balanced implementation will be a key function for this oversight entity. This governance
structure is expected to include a commission that includes representatives of state and federal agencies as well as
stakeholders, providing diverse viewpoints. Finally, the CALFED Program includes a Multi-Species Conservation
Strategy (MSCS) that identified measures to compensate for CALFED Program impacts and to benefit species and
habitats.

!
i
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1. Introduction

PH2:I-1

One of CALFED’s solution principles states that solutions will not solve problems in the Bay-Delta system by
redirecting negative impacts, when viewed in their entirety. Although impacts to the ecosystem will result from
implementing certain actions, impacts will be mitigated. Further, when viewed in its entirety, the Program will
provide ecosystem benefits.

PH2:l-2

CALFED has produced an unprecedented level of cooperation and coordination among state and federal agencies.
However, certain CALFED agencies continue to have independent regulatory responsibilities that cannot be
abrogated.

PH2:l-3

These principles closely match the process CALFED is taking, guided by its solution principles and
implementation plan.

PH2:l-4

Please see common response 20.

PH2:l-5

Please see common response 12. One of CALFED’s solution principles states that solutions will not solve
problems in the Bay-Delta system by redirecting negative impacts, when viewed in their entirety. Although
impacts on agricukure will result from implementing certain actions, impacts will be mitigated. Further, when
viewed in its entirety, the Program will provide benefits to agriculture. Among the most important are major
improvements in water supply dependability due to the Program’s actions to improve the status of endangered
species; reduce the likelihood of new ESA listings; and increase water management flexibility through improved
operations, such as the joint point of diversion 0PD) for the State Water Project (SW-P) and the Central Valley
Project (CVP). New surface and groundwater storage could provide additional water for agriculture, urban uses,
and the environment. Levee stability actions will protect Delta agricukural land from flooding due to levee failures
and protect irrigation water exports from saltwater intrusion. Improved water quality and reliability for export
will allow greater crop flexibility, shifting to higher value crops, increased yields, and lower production costs. A
more flexible water transfer market will provide farmers the ability to receive cash to expand operations or to
receive water to produce higher value crops. The Program also will provide financial and technical assistance to
assure efficient agricultural water use. A substantial proportion of the Ecosystem Restoration Program will include
long-term conservation easements that will allow farmers to continue farming, thus paying farmers to keep
agricultural land from being converted for urban development or other incompatible uses. Finally, the Program
is not proposing a wholesale reallocation of water rights or the use of regulatory authority to meet Program
purposes. Instead, the Program uses increased efficiency, improved coordination, and willing seller transactions
to accomplish its objectives.

!
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PH2:l-6

A variety of Delta interests are well represented in the CALFED process. The South Delta Water Agency and
the Delta Protection Commission both the Council Deltarepresented Bay-DekaAdvisory (BDAC).on

interests have participated in many BDAC subcommittees and CALFED technical advisory bodies. CALFED has
conducted numerous informal workshops and formal public hearings in Delta communities.

PH2:1-7

CALFED has level of and coordination and federalproduced unprecedented cooperation amongstate agencies.
However, certain CALFED agencies continue to have independent regulatory responsibilities that cannot be
abrogated. All CALFED agencies make independent decisions regarding their own responsibilities and authorities,

to or any matter.whetherrelated CALFED other

PH2:1-8

Through the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, one of the CALFED agencies, CALFED has an existing
structure in place to encourage partrlerships between environmental justice groups and other entities, and can help
provide funding to support partnerships. In addition, CALFED already activities to heightensuch has initiated
and strengthen urban environmental justice activities in the Watershed Program. The Watershed Program has
made a commitment to embrace urban watershed issues into its overall program activities.

PH2:1-9

Chapter 1 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR provides CALFED objectives in summary form, stating that one
objective for water supply reliability is to "improve export water supplies to help meet beneficial use needs." The
full objective was published in a CALFED document entitled Draft Problem/Objective Definition, March 1996.
The full text of the objective states, "Improve Bay-Delta system export water supplies and timing to help meet
reasonable existing and future short-term and long-term needs."

PH2:I-10

The proposed revision to the CALFED mission statement is a more detailed aspect of improvement in water
management, which is already included generally in the mission. The more detailed aspect is included in the water
management goals described in the Phase II Report.

PH2:2.1-13

The commentor refers to a general discussion of water supply reliability problems that led to creation of the
CALFED Program. This overview paragraph is not intended to describe every problem related to water supply
reliability. For a more complete enumeration of problems, see Problem/Objective Definition, CALFED Bay-
Delta Program, March 1996.

PH2:2.1-14

The Program’s mission statement and water supply reliability objective, which focus on beneficial uses, meet the
commentor’s suggestion to focus on benefits of water supply reliability.
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2.1    Bay-Delta Problems/Objectives

PH2:2.1-1

The CALFED agencies believe that they have developed a Preferred Program Akernative that meets Program
solution principles and achieves Program mission and goals, including those for water quality, water supply
reliability, ecosystem restoration, and levee and channel system integrity.

PH2:2.1-2

The CALFED goal of improved water supply reliability is not limited to export areas, but includes all areas of
the state that can receive improved water supply reliability through changes in water management in the Bay-
Delta system. Please also see common response 13.

PH2:2.1-3

The CALFED goal for water supply reliability is to reduce the mismatch between Bay-Delta water supplies and
current and other beneficial uses dependent on the Bay-Delta system. Suppl3~ needs of Delta exporters will be met
from a variety of sources and strategies, not just Delta exports.

PH2:2.1-4

CALFED established objectives during Phase I of the Program, consistent with the programmatic nature of the
Program. Primary objectives are included in the Phase II Report.

PH2:2.1-5

During Phase I of the Program, CALFED developed extensive statements of problems in the Bay-Delta system,
and from these problems developed Program objectives and a geographic scope for the solution area. Northern
California is part of the solution area because some of the problems of the Bay-Delta system occur in northern
California: water diversions that entrain fish and alter flow patterns, uses of land and water that impair water
quality, dams and land uses that reduce the amount or quality of spawning and rearing habitat for fish species--to
name a few. For these reasons, northern California is appropriately included as part of the solution area.

PH2:2.1-6

CALFED’s water supply reliability goal is broadly worded in recognition that many tools are available to carry
out a water management strategy. In some cases, a particular tool may not be appropriate, such as when a transfer
would result in adverse third-party impacts or a water conservation measure would deprive a downstream user
of a water source. CALFED has recognized these types of cases in its Program documentation. However, in many
cases, water transfers and water conservation are appropriate tools to be used along with potential new surface
water storage. It would be inappropriate to prematurely remove any potential tool from consideration.

PH2:2.1-7

CALFED has developed a goal and objectives for water supply reliability that are not quantified, for several
reasons. First, it is not necessary to set a single acre-foot target in order to begin making improvements in water
supply reliability. Second, any quantification would be widely disputed and would lead to more divisiveness rather
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consensus. Third, a quantification rely on many assumptions subjective or open tothan would thatwouldbe
dispute. CALFED is developing an approach based on programmatic compliance with the CWA Section 404 that
will guide and enable a demonstration of need for new surface water storage.

PH2:2.1-8

Program provide improvements in water supply reliabilitywater quality. It not provideThe will and will the
improvement that every interest might want. In a Bay-Delta system with finite limits, the CALFED plan provides
equitable improvement for each sector but probably less than any sector might desire.

PH2:2.1-9

It is implicit in the CALFED mission statement that CALFEDattempt to determine how much water iswill
available from the Bay-Delta system. This will not be done by specifying a quantity but by specifying actions
needed to restore ecosystem health, including flow-related actions, and by specifying broad operating conditions’
that would constrain any new water development project. Fair distribution of the water is governed by California
water rights law and is therefore under the jurisdiction of the SWRCB, which issues water rights permits.

PH2:2.1-10

During Phase I of the Program, CALFED developed extensive statements of problems in the Bay-Delta system,
and from these problems developed Program objectives and a geographic scope for the solution area. Southern
California is part of the solution area because some of the solutions to Bay-Delta system problems can occur in
southern California: water conservation can reduce demand, and water recycling can offer a new water supply.
For these reasons, southern CaLifornia is appropriately included as part of the solution area.

PH2:2.1-11

The CALFED objective for water supply reliability is to reduce the mismatch between Bay-Deka water supplies
and current and projected beneficial uses dependent on the Bay-Delta system. CALFED has identified several
water management tools to help achieve this objective, including water use efficiency, recycling, transfers,
conjunctive use, and surface storage. Among these, water conservation and water recycling may create "new"
water, that is, water that would otherwise have been discharged to a salt sink and been unavailable for any other
beneficial use. New or expanded surface storage upstream from the Delta would change the timing of flow in the
system, reducing Deka outflow at times when the impact would be low and making water available at other times
for flow augmentation or diversion from the system.

PH2:2.1-12

The Trinity River watershed, from which flows are diverted into the Bay-Delta system, is a part of the CALFED
solution area because actions in this watershed could help solve Bay-Delta problems without redirecting impacts.
For example, changes in watershed management in the Trinity River basin could augment base flows in the
Trinity River without making equivalent reductions in diversions to the Sacramento River system.

PH2:2.1-15

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is responsible for setting in-stream flow requirements.
CALFED will follow these requirements. Please also see common response 8.
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2.2    Fundamental Program Concepts

PH2:2.2-1

Adaptive management is a fundamental concept of the Program. The principle of adaptive management, and a
programmatic level of detail regarding its application, are described in the Phase II Report and in the Strategic
Plan.

PH2:2.2-2

Adaptive management involves more than simple trial and error. It includes implementation of actions for which
certainty exists and formulation of testable hypotheses, followed by structured pilot-scale implementation or
research to meet other objectives where certainty of action does not exist.

PH2:2.2-3

The fraction of Delta inflow that is diverted varies according to water-year type and amount of inflow, as depicted
in the figures entitled "Water Management in California" (pages 20 and 21 in the June 1999 Revised Phase II
Report). CALFED actions are expected to allow more water to remain in streams during critical periods, reducing
the fraction of water diverted during these periods.

PH2:2.2-4

A governance structure is still being developed, as described in the Phase II Report. The structure is expected to
include a chief scientist and a governing body, including representation by state and federal agencies as well as
stakeholders.

PH2:2.2-5

The concept of time value of water is reflected in many aspects of water management in the Bay-Delta system,
such as existing reservoir operations and varying flow standards at different times of the year. Time value will
remain a concept that is fundamental to CALFED and many other aspects of Bay-Delta water management.

PH2:2.2-6

CALFED recognizes that the statements oversimplify and has modified the text to reference more details as¯
provided in the Water Transfer Program Plan.

3.1 Overview of the Preferred Program Alternative

PH2:3.1-1

The Preferred Program Alternative does not include any action to divert Eel River water for any Program
purpose. Furthermore, the Eel River is outside the Program solution area.

!
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PH2:3.1-2

The complexity of the CALFED decision process reflects the complexity of the problems that CALFED is
charged solving, no simplewith Thereis solution.

PH2:3.1-3

The Preferred Program Alternative does not include an isolated conveyance facility or dual-Delta conveyance.
CALFED’s strategy is to develop a through-Delta conveyance alternative based on the existing Delta configuration
with modifications evaluate its and add additional and/or otherneeded, effectiveness,as conveyance water
management actions if necessary to achieve CALFED goals and objectives. The initial through-Delta conveyance
will be continually monitored, analyzed, and improved to maximize the potential of the through-Delta approach

CALFED and consistent with the CALFED solution If theto meet goals objectives, principles. through-Delta
conveyance fails to meet the CALFED goals and objectives, the reasons and the need for additional Delta
conveyance and/or water management actions will be reassessed. Please also see common response 16.

PH2:3.1-4

Program to general nature. Greater specificity regarding canThePreferred Alternativeisintended be in actions
be found in the Implementation Plan and Phase II Report. Greater specificity regarding impacts will be developed
in subsequent project-specific environmental documents. Please also see common response 1.

PH2:3.1-5

CALFED Program elements emphasize the use of incentives. Due to the programmatic nature of the CALFED
Program, specific incentives may not be described in Program plans at this time. Examples of the use of incentives
may be found in the program plans for water use efficiency, watersheds, and ecosystem restoration.

PH2:3.1-6

CALFED’s approach will vary according to Program element for which property is acquired. The Ecosystemthe
Restoration Program will acquire land only after appropriate opportunities for restoration on public, lands and
restoration on lands covered by conservation easements are pursued. Then, acquisition will be from willing sellers
at fair market value. Other Program elements such as Storage may acquire land through condemnation, also at
fair market value.

PH2:3.1-7

There has not been a major shift in Program organization since its inception. CALFED was formed to address
four interrelated problem areas: ecosystem quality, water quality, water supply reliability, and levee system
integrity. These four problem areas have not changed since the Program was founded. In 1996, the Program
prepared objectives for solving problems in these four areas. During Program development, it became clear that
many different actions could contribute to the solution of these problems. CALFED refers to each category of
actions as a Program element. Originally, there were six Program elements: ecosystem restoration, water quality,
levee system integrity, storage, conveyance, and water use efficiency. Subsequently, two additional Program
elements were added: watersheds and water transfers. This Program organization, with eight Program elements,
was in place prior to the first Phase II Interim Report published in March 1998.
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I
PH2:3.1-8

An isolated Delta conveyance facility is not part of the Preferred Program Alternative; therefore, there is no time
line for constructing such a facilit);. Please also see common response 16.

PH2:3.1-9

Development of the three CALFED programmatic alternatives included extensive work to optimize the
alternatives. Please see common response 5.

3.2 A Comprehensive Resource Management Program

PH2:3.2-1

Every CALFED Program element contributes, to some degree, to improved water supply reliability. The Water
Management Strategy, EnvironmentalWater Account (EWA), and Integrated Storage Investigation all contribute
to improved water supply reliability for Delta exporters.

PH2:3.2-2

The CALFED Watershed Program was established in recognition that planning the solution of problems in the
Bay-Delta must include a watershed perspective. However, planning and implementation of solutions must be
coordinated with individuals and all levels of government to be most successful.

3.3 Ecosystem Restoration Strategy

PH2:3.3-1

Restoring the timing and magnitude of critical in-stream flows and restoring habitats are both programmatic
actions described in the Phase II Report and in the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan.

PH2:3.3-2

Fish screening received fianding under CALFED early implementation. Where screening achieves CALFED
objectives and has a sufficient priority to be fimded, screening will continue to be a part of CALFED
implementation.

PH2:3.3-3

Many Ecosystem Restoration Program actions will improve water quality, resulting in benefit to the environment
and also to other water users. Some Ecosystem Restoration Program actions, such as wetland restoration in the
Delta, may increase total organic carbon (TOC) in Delta water. Monitoring will document the extent to which
this occurs; mitigation will occur on a site-specific basis and may include reducing other sources of TOC.
Augmentations in streamflow will be accomplished through water transfers and other cooperative measures, and
will therefore usually not reduce reliability for other water users. The EWA is expected to help maintain water
supply reliability for Delta water exporters while protecting Delta fish species. Please also see common response 1.
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PH2:3.3-4

The specific goals and targets for species recovery are elaborated in the three volumes of the Ecosystem
Restoration Plan. The for scientific review and is described in theProgram adaptiveprocess management Strategic
Plan.

PH2:3.3-5

The general statement in the Phase II Report is correct: reduction in demand may reduce the diversion of water
from the this is the but it is the of this examineBay-Delta Clearly,system. not always case, not point paragraphto
every benefit and limitation of water use efficiency. The point here is that an ecosystem benefit may be associated
with water use efficiency: a reduction in demand may lead to reduced entrainment of fish.

3.4    Water Quality Improvement Strategy

PH2:3.4-1

Pollution reduction, salinity management, and additional treatment are all identified for action in the Phase II
Report in Water Quality Programand the Plan.

PH2:3.4-2

The Phase II Report and Implementation Plan describe a CALFED drinking water quality improvement strategy
that will pursue actions to reduce bromide levels, monitor for bromide, and recommend additional actions if
necessary. Please also see common response 14.

PH2:3.4-3

Authority to set and enforce Delta water quality standards resides with the SWRCB as a responsibility separate
from CALFED.

PH2:3.4-4

CALFED has developed a drinking water quality improvement strategy appropriate for the programmatic nature
of the document, to be carried out under the scrutiny of a Delta Drinking Water Council and guided by periodic
expert panel review. This strategy will help assure continued focus on water quality improvement.

PH2:3.4-5

CALFED has maintained since the beginning of the Program that it will not pursue resolution of salinity
problems in the San Joaquin Valley through an out-of-valley drain since it is outside the scope of the Program
(please see common response 1). However, the Water Quality Program does include actions to help reduce salt
loads from the San Joaquin Valley. Comments concerning the potential drain would be best taken to Reclamation.

PH2:3.4-6

The Programmatic EIS/EIR is intended to establish an overall framework within which detailed project planning
and implementation will go forward. It is therefore appropriate and necessary that detail should be lacking from
the programmatic document, although broad linkages among Program elements are described. CALFED

CALFED Phase IIReport PH2-11 Response to Comments, Volume 11

C--0281 71
C-028171



recognizes that ecosystem restoration, water quality, water supply reliability, and levee system integrity actions
must be closely linked and integrated for the Program to meet its objectives. Because individual projects have not
yet been identified or studied, it is not presently possible to establish detailed linkages among Program elements.
CALFED is, however, committed to developing and publicly disclosing these linkages as the Program moves into
its implementation phase. Watershed activities of many types offer possibilities to prevent, reduce, or control
pollution while enhancing ecosystem functions and accomplishing other CALFED objectives. CALFED is
committed to thoroughly researcking these possibilities and to supporting projects that optimize benefits in all
categories of CALFED activity.

CALFED will evaluate a screened diversion facility on the Sacramento River of up to 4,000 cubic feet per
second (cfs) determine whether it is needed to improve water quality in the Delta and at the export facilities in
order to meet the drinking water quality objectives that are enunciated in the Phase I~ Report. CALFED’s long-
term water quality objectives for drinking water are for a TOC concentration of 3.0 mg/L and a bromide level
of 50/~g/L, or an equivalent level of public health protection to be provided by a cost-effective combination of
alternate source water, source control, and treatment. CALFED is committed to the principle of continuous
improvement in the water quality of the Bay-Delta estuary until these waters are of good quality to support all
beneficial uses, including drinking water supply. CALFED is also committed to ongoing stakeholder involvement
in planning and implementing effective water quality improvement actions, and invites active participation of all
stakeholders.

PH2:3.4-7

Two responses are consolidated under this response. Please read the entire text of this response for an answer to
your comment.

CALFED’s primary drinking water goal is public health protection. Meeting current and future drinking water
standards, and exceeding those standards where feasible, is the mechanism through which public health protection
will be assured. This goal will be met through cooperative efforts among agencies supplying drinking water and
CALFED to implement measures that will protect the quality of Delta drinking water sources, provide alternate
source waters, and upgrade treatment as required.

The source control actions planned for Stage 1 will certainly reduce pollutants in the Delta waters and.will resuk
in continued ’improvement of water quality as actions proceed. Depending on what new disinfection and
disinfection by-product regulations are adopted, and depending on the success of new treatment technologies and
CALFED source control actions, it is conceivable that treating Delta waters to affordably produce safe drinking
water could prove difficult or impossible in the future in the absence of physical changes to the system. For that
reason, CALFED intends to simultaneously evaluate a screened diversion facility on the Sacramento River of up
to 4,000 cfs to determine whether this facility is needed in order to improve water quality in the Deka and at the
export facilities and whether the facility can be constructed and operated without adverse effects on fish. A
simultaneous assessment will be made of the combination of alternative source waters, source control, and
treatment technologies and the assessment of facilities to determine whether CALFED is meeting its long-term
water quality objectives.

The Phase II Report is a summary document and does not contain the same level of detail as the program plans
and other Program documents. Evaluation of organic carbon releases is described in the Implementation Plan.
This evaluation, which will increase understanding of the sources, amounts, and characteristics of organic carbon
discharges, must precede any pilot programs. Pilot programs are expected later in Stage 1 of implementation,
pending the outcome of evaluations. Please also see common response 14.
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PH2:3.4-8

Two responses are consolidated under this response. Please read the entire text of this response for an answer to
your comment.

Salinity is an important determinant of the feasibility of wastewater recycling and groundwater conjunctive use
as a broad-spectrum water management approach to resolvingwater supply problemsdementsof the associated
wkh the Deka estuary. This is especially true for southern California, where the relatively high cost of fresh water
supply makes recycling and conjunctive use projects attractive as alternatives. The Delta Drinking Water Council
that is being formed by CALFED is charged to evaluate and recommend needed intermediate and long-term water
quality targets, and will be asked to consider the need for a salinity target to increase water management options,
particularly in southern California. The Council will also be asked to con’sider the need for other actions designed
to reduce salinity in water supplies diverted from the Delta. The CALFED Program is not expected to cause an
overall increase in the salinity of water diverted from the Delta and should not, therefore, cause negative impacts
on groundwater quality that would require mitigation. If other measures prove inadequate, the scope of the
Program allows for consideration of facilities to improve water quality.

The Implementation Plan and Phase II Report now describe in greater detail many actions scheduled for
implementation during Stage 1 that will improve drinking water quality. Additional actions, such as new or
expanded surface storage and Delta conveyance modifications, may be constructed--pending additional evaluation
and approvals. Please also see common response 14.

PH2:3.4-9

Two responses are consolidated under this response. Please read the entire text of this response for an answer to
your comment.

CALFED intends to publish Delta Drinking Water Council findings on drinking water quality improvements.
The Phase II Report text has been revised to reflect this intention.

"Veale/Byron Tract Discharge Management" is described in detail in the Implementation Plan.

PH2:3.4-10

A number of different alternative scenarios are being examined to support the Integrated Storage Investigation.
Several of the alternative scenarios explicitly include devoting a portion of new facility storage to water quality
improvement in the Delta. However, these efforts are still in the process of being completed and will not be ready
for incorporation into the Final Programmatic EIS/EIR. CALFED’s intent is to demonstrate tradeoffs between
storage, water quality, water supply, and export curtailments for fisheries improvements.

3.6.1 Developing a Water Management Strategy

PH2:3.6.1-1

The table in the Phase II Report is intended to show general, not precise, contributions to water supply reliability.
The relative contribution of agricukural water conservation to water supply reliability is based on the estimate
of water that could be made available for other uses through conservation. Please also see common responses 2
and 11.
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PH2:3.6.1-2

Water acquisitions from fallowing or groundwater substitution would be conducted with willing local
participants, and CALFED’s proposed water transfers clearinghouse would facilitate disclosure and understanding
of potential impacts. Water acquisition through land acquisition in the Sacramento Valley is not proposed in any
CALFED alternative.

PH2:3.6.1-3

CALFED will continue to refine its Water Management Strategy during Stage 1. There will be opportunities for
public comment at forums such as public meetings of the CALFED Policy Group as this process moves forward.
Please also see common responses 1 and 5.

PH2:3.6.1-4

Discussion of the Water Management Strategy includes watershed management, reflecting the contribution that
watershed management makes to overall water management.

PH2:3.6.1-5

The Water Management Strategy assumes that local and regional water suppliers will take advantage of a range[]
of options to match supply and demand, including local water supply and watershed activities.

PH2:3.6.1-6

Development and refinement of the Water Management Strategy, including examination of new storage, is a
public process with many opportunities for advice and comment. Many stakeholders have been involved in
CALFED’s economic analysis of water management alternatives and refinement of the Water Management
Strategy. Proposals for long-term CALFED governance also include representation from outside the state and
federal agencies.

PH2:3.6.1-7

Water conservation is only one of the tools that contribute to the Water Management Strategy. Conservation
programs will focus on areas where conservation measures have not been fully implemented and additional
opportunities exist.

PH2:3.6.1-8

As mentioned in the Phase II Report, CALFED conducted an Economic Evaluation of Water Management
Alternatives. This evaluation looks at the array of water management tools available to each region and places
them in order from least to most expensive. This analysis acknowledges the uncertainties associated with various
tools. In many cases, some amount of water conservation is the most cost-effective tool for a given region.
However, not all increments of water conservation are equally cost effective. This information will be presented,
along with other evaluation information, as the Integrated Storage Investigation continues. Desalinization (please
see common response 18) is included in the evaluation but currently proves to be among the most expensive of
the available tools; future technological advancements may make desalting more cost effective. Please also see
common responses 4 and 6.
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PH2:3.6.1-9

CALFED will continue to refine its Water Management Strategy during Stage 1. However, the overall objective
improving water supply reliability not systemwide water targets or specificof does includecommitmentsfor

water deliveries to any water district or region. CALFED is looking to increase the flexibility of delivering water
through the Delta. The Preferred Program Alternative improves water supply reliability compared to the No

CALFED no regulatory authority, see common responses 1, 4, 16,ActionAlternative. has Pleasealso and22.

PH2:3.6.1-10

As part of the Ecosystem Restoration Program (and under study in the Integrated Storage Investigation), some
obstructions to fish passage (such as small dams) are being considered for modification or removal to restore
anadromous access to critical spawningfish habitat.

PH2:3.6.1-11

CALFED must look for a solution that balances all needs of all water users depending on the Delta. Eliminating
or significantly reducing Delta diversions would violate CALFED’s own purpose, solution principles, and water
supply reliability objective. At present, a high level of uncertainty is associated with future environmental water
requirements. Therefore, CALFED modeled a range of conditions that could lead to lower or higher Delta
exports for the No Action Alternative and the Program alternatives. The Criterion A assumption set (see
Attachment A to the Programmatic EIS/EIR) defines the highest environmental water requirements and lowest
Delta exports considered in this analysis. For example, modeling using Criterion A without new reservoirs
resulted in lower Delta exports than under existing conditions. The impact analysis includes the effects of this
reduced Delta export relative to existing conditions.

PH2:3.6.1-12

The SWRCB is in the process of deciding how Delta water quality standards will be met. Please also see common
response 22.

PH2:3.6.1-13

CALFED agrees that the amount of willing sellers and cost required’to acquire water are uncertain; cost will
influence the amount of water available from willing sellers. CALFED conducted an Economic Evaluation of
Water Management Alternatives that looks at the array of water management tools available to each region and
places them in order from least to most expensive. New storage is one of the water management tools included
in the array. Storage is considered necessary to meet Program objectives. The Implementation Plan and the
Phase II Report contain additional detail on storage actions CALFED will pursue in Stage 1. Please also see
common responses 4 and 16.

PH2:3.6.1-14

The Preferred Program Alternative does not include an isolated facility. Returning the Delta salinity to "pre-dam"
conditions is beyond the scope of the CALFED Program and would require changes in standards. Please also see
common responses 1, 4, 5, and 16.
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PH2:3.6.1-15

CALFED has always had a strong commitment to public involvement and has encouraged partnership. These
elements will become even more important as the Program moves into implementation involving storage.

PH2:3.6.1-16

CALFED conducted preliminary investigations of the potential benefits from hydroelectric facility reoperation
and found relatively small benefits toward CALFED’s objective of water supply reliability. Reoperation likely
could provide more local water supply benefits than CALFED systemwide benefits.

PH2:3.6.1-17

An enlargement of Shasta Dam, from 6 to 8 feet and by approximately 300 TAF additional capacity, is one of the
surface water storage sites retained by CALFED for additional evaluation and one which will be pursued during
Stage 1. See the Phase I1 Report.

PH2:3.6.1-18

This linkage is evident in the proposed CALFED process for determining a future course of action with respect
to a screened diversion facility on the Sacramento River, but the linkage to water quality will be mentioned along
with other conveyance linkages.

PH2-3.6.1-19

CALFED is continuing work on the Water Management Strategy and more detailed evaluation criteria for each
Program element, including water quality. The Preferred Program Alternative includes an evaluation of how
water suppliers can "best" provide a level of public health protection equivalent to Delta source water quality of
50 parts per billion bromide and 3 parts per million TOC. The most important part of CALFED’s drinking water
strategy is the goal of "continuous" improvement in source water quality to meet public health needs. The Phase 11I
Report, under "Water Management Tools: Storage," points out that cost effectiveness is a necessary part of
developing this crkeria:

CALFED’s specific target for providing safe, reliable, and affordable drinking water in a cost-
effective way is to achieve either: (a) average concentrations at Clifton Court Forebay and other
south and central Delta drinking water intakes of 50/~g/L bromide and 3.0 mg/L total organic
carbon; or (b) an equivalent level of public health protection using a cost-effective combination
of alternative source waters, source control, and treatment technologies. CALFED has not
adopted a specific numeric target for salinity (other than meeting existing Delta standards) but
does have a preliminary objective of reducing the salinity of Delta supplies.

PH2-3.6.1-20

Both the Integrated Storage Investigation and the Economic Evaluation of Water Management Alternatives will
continue into Stage 1. CALFED will continue to coordinate these evaluations as they become more refined.
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PH2-3.6.1-21

There is not a single program called "water supply reliability," but there are programs for the various parts of
water supply reliability, programs water use efficiency (water recycling), water transfers,The for conservationand
conveyance, and storage are all designed to improve water supply reliability. Other programs such as watersheds
and water quality also can contribute to water supply reliability. CALFED will continue to refine the Water
Management Strategy to way can together to improve water supplydeterminethe best thesetools beused
reliability. This work on the Water Management Strategy serves the same purpose as a single program for water
supply reliability.

PH2:3.6.1-22

CALFED no legal authority over managementgroundwater supplies, nor any agencyhas the of does CALFED
exercise the authority over groundwater that exists in California water rights law governing surface water supplies.
Therefore, CALFED and the CALFED agencies have taken a different approach, emphasizing voluntary local

as Assembly 3030 groundwater management plans and focusing on cooperative conjunctive useactionsuch Bill
projects in which CALFED agencies work together with local entities. However, CALFED will support
legislation that supports groundwater management at the basin level.

PH2:3.6.1-23

CALFED documents necessarily discuss water operations at a programmatic level of detail because many project-
level details will affect water operations and these project-level decisions will be made in the future. Some examples
of these decisions include the exact configuration of conveyance modifications in the Delta and the size, location,
and nature of water storage projects. CALFED proposes continuation of a process and structure to coordinate
operations of the water projects in order to resolve conflicts and maximize benefits to water supply reliability,
ecosystem restoration, and water quality objectives. Currently, the CALFED Operations Group (Ops Group)
is the coordination group for Delta water operations and includes state and federal agencies with an interest in
water operations. The Ops Group, or a similar body, should continue in the long term as the public forum for
discussing water operations. The group should include state and federal agency representatives at the highest levels
with an interest in water operations. Those operational agencies should include DWR and Reclamation, which
operate the projects; the Department of Fish and Game, the National Marine Fisheries Service, and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, which regulate the projects under the ESA requirements; and the SWRCB and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, which regulate water quality in the Delta; and the EWA manager responsible
for environmental water operations and management. Resolution of operational issues and conflicts should be
resolved at the lowest level of the operational agencies but elevated quickly if the issues cannot be resolved.

PH2:3.6.1-24

The statement on page 57 in the June 1999 Revised Phase ]~ Report has been changed to read:

"...Urban water conservation will directly reduce per capita water use and may reduce the total urban
demand for water."

PH2:3.6.1-25

CALFED seeks to achieve its water supply reliability goals in a number of dif£ering ways. None presumes a
reallocation of existing water rights or modification of the water rights statutes. The Phase II Report describes
CALFED’s broad objective for water supply reliability. The report defines the goal of "reduc[ing] the mismatch
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between Bay-Delta water supplies and current and projected beneficial uses dependent on the Bay-Delta system"
to mean: (1) increasing the utility of available water supplies (making water suitable for more uses and reuses);
(2) improving access to existing or new water supplies, in an economically efficient manner, for environmental,
urban, and agricultural beneficial uses; and (3) improving flexibility of managing water supply and demand in
order to reduce conflicts between beneficial uses, improve access to water supplies, and decrease system
vulnerability. None of these goals nor the program elements designed to achieve them presents a conflict with
the Delta Protection Act. During implementation of the Program, any project-level proposal will undergo
environmental review prior to implementation.

PH2:3.6.1-26

The CALFED Water Management Strategy is intended to be a long-term decision-making framework for
evaluating the success of implementation efforts and for selecting additional tools needed to achieve CALFED
objectives. Thus, the strategy will not be "completed" prior to Stage 1 of implementation. Rather, the Water
Management Strategy will continue to guide the selection of actions for implementation. Adaptive management
will help shape future implementation. The Water Management Strategy recognizes that meeting CALFED
objectives for water supply reliability will require implementation of many different water management tools that
provide different benefits. A commentor suggests excluding major infrastructure projects during Stage 1 of
implementa-tion, but there may not be any comparable or suitable alternatives to water management tools that
involve significant infrastructure.

PH2:3.6.1-27

CALFED will make additional water supplies available for environmental purposes through a variety of means.
The Ecosystem Restoration Program will acquire water from willing sellers to augment streamflow and improve
the timing of flows. Some of this water will be available for outflow, and some may be diverted at downstream
locations to meet other beneficial uses. Assets available to the EWA will include water developed through
improved system flexibility and water acquired from willing sellers for environmental purposes, primarily to
protect Deka fish from the impacts of Delta exports. In addition, new or expanded surface storage may be
constructed to store water and make k available for beneficial uses, including environmental uses. One CALFED
strategy with respect to storage is to divert water at times when flows are high and the impact of diversions is low,
and to release water for environmental purposes at times when the net benefit would be higher. Releases might
be made at times when temperature control is needed or at low-flow periods when more water is needed to
facilitate fish migration. This strategy will allow diversions to be maintained or increased while simultaneously
making environmental improvements. Finally, a variety of other water management tools, such as water
conservation and water recycling, will be pursued aggressively so that, to the extent practicable, water demands
can be met without additional diversions from the Bay-Delta system.

PH2:3.6.1-28

The Water Management Strategy evaluates many different water management tools, each of which offers different
benefits. For example, storage offers more flexibility in timing of needed flows than water conservation can
provide. Surface storage offers greater flexibility than groundwater storage. A relative comparison of water
management tools and their contribution to meeting water supply reliability goals and objectives is found in the
Phase 12 Report.
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3.6.2 Water Management Strategy Tools: Water Use Efficiency

PH2:3.6.2-1

The information in the Phase II Report is a summary of the Water Use Efficiency Program. The Water Use
Efficiency Program Plan describes institutional, regulatory, cost, and public perception barriers that must be
overcome.

PH2:3.6.2-2

These constraints are discussed in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan. These constraints make it important
for state and federal funding that water recycling is included in the plan.

PH2:3.6.2-3

The success of some water agencies in reducing per capita water use demonstrates the significant potential for
water conservation. That is why water use efficiency is a major element of the CALFED Program; and why
CALFED agencies intend to emphasize their efforts to provide technical, planning, and funding assistance to
agencies that can achieve conservation savings.

PH2:3.6.2-4

Concerns over public acceptance and complex regulatory processes can affect the development of water recycling
projects, as discussed in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan.

PH2:3.6.2-5

Water recycling provides an additional supply of water that might not otherwise be available, thereby improving
water supply reliability for some users. Recycled water is not suitable for all purposes. CALFED has not proposed
any specific requirement or policy regarding the use of recycled water for agricultural irrigation. The Agricultural
Water Management Council (AWMC) was formed as a forum for environmental organizations and irrigation
districts to reach agreement on appropriate water conservation and management methods for districts. The
AWMC could consider the issue of recycled water use if it chooses, although the technical, biochemical, public
health, and soil chemistry issues involved might be more appropriately considered by other forums.

PH2:3.6.2-6

California laws, including the California Water Code and the California Constitution, prohibit waste and
unreasonable use. However, there is no precise description of beneficial use in the law. Institutions such as the
California Urban Water Conservation Council and the AWMC provide forums for various interests to reach
consensus on appropriate water use efficiency measures. One reason these groups were created was to provide an
alternative to unilateral interpretation of the law by the SWRCB.

PH2:3.6.2-7

CALFED proposes to restrict access to any new water supplies available from CA_LFED facilities to those who
demonstrate that existing supplies are being used efficiently. This is not a control on existing water use but an
appropriate condition for access to new water supplies. CALFED has not proposed the adjudication of any
groundwater basins that are not presently adjudicated or any permit system for adjudicated basins.
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PH2:3.6.2-8

Efficiency measures such as water conservation and water recycling can contribute to ecosystem health by
reducing demand for water diverted from the Delta. However, rights to conserved water generally are retained
by the water rights holder that implements the efficiency measure. As a result, conserved water may be used to
meet other demands south of the Delta and not result in a reduction in Delta diversions. One mechanism for
efficiency measures in export areas to translate directly into reduced Delta pumping would be for CALFED to
pay for efficiency measures in return for some or all of the yield of the efficiency measure.

PH2:3.6.2-9

The Phase 11 Report lists several benefits of water use efficiency, including "can reduce demand for Delta exports,
and can reduce related entrainment effects on fish when exports are reduced." The text has been revised to state
"reduces fish entrainment related to reduced pumping or diversion."

PH2:3.6.2-10

The proposed Water Use Efficiency Program is largely incentive based. Where conservation measures are cost
effective from a statewide perspective but not from a local perspective, CALFED proposes partial funding to make
these measures feasible.

PH2:3.6.2-11

CALFED does not propose any change in water rights law. The California Constitution and the California Water
Code currently prohibit waste and unreasonable use of water. The Water Use Efficiency Program will provide
incentives to encourage implementation of efficiency measures that provide benefits, such as improvements in
water quality or timing of flows, or measures that leave more water in a stream throughout certain stream reaches.
In some cases, this will be accomplished by encouraging improvements in irrigation efficiency. In other cases,
improvements in irrigation efficiency may not yield sufficient multiple benefits to merit investment in the
necessary irrigation improvements. CALFED will support legislation that supports groundwater management
at the basin level.

PH2:3.6.2.12

CALFED recognizes that many of the tools available to carry out a Water Management Strategy are
complementary, performing better or differently when used in concert with one another. The importance of new¯
storage is reflected in the CALFED Integrated Storage Investigation and the Preferred Program Alternative.

PH2:3.6.2-13
I

CALFED has used the term "measurable objective" to refer to technical objectives related to agricultural water
conservation or water management. CALFED recognizes the difficulties associated with measuring the results of¯
urban water conservation programs and the impediments associated with implementation of water recycling
programs. Urban conservation actions are focused on increased technical and financial incentives and assurances
that feasible conservation practices will continue to be implemented. Recycling actions are focused on assistance¯
and removal of impediments. Any objectives in these areas should be related to readily measurable actions, such
as installation of conservation devices or provision by state and federal agencies of access to sufficient funds and
financing mechanisms for recycling programs to be successfully implemented. ¯
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3.6.3 Water Management Strategy Tools: Water Transfers

PH2:3.6.3-1

CALFED has not proposed changes in water rights laws. In fact, CA.LFED proposes to work with the California
Legislature and stakeholders to determine whether additional legislation is necessary to protect water rights,
including area-of-origin priorities, support legislation supports groundwater management atCALFEDwill that
the basin level. Also see the Water Transfer Program Plan and common response 13.

PH2:3.6.3-2

CALFED proposes a groundwater assistance program to gather groundwater data.

PH2:3.6.3-3

The Water Transfer is intended facilitate transfers and substitution whereProgram groundwater theyprovideto

local benefit, and to disclose potential impacts through a water transfers clearinghouse. Please also see common
responses 13 and 20.

PH2:3.6.3-4

Water transfers alone cannot achieve the CALFED objective for water supply reliability. The Water Management
Strategy includes water transfers and many other water management tools.

PH2:3.6.3-5

CA_I.FED has not proposed any new or stricter environmental regulations related to augmentation of in-stream
flows, so no redirected impact would occur from such regulation. Where augmented flows ortimingalteredflow
would benefit aquatic resources and help meet CALFED objectives, CALFED proposes to work cooperatively
with landowners and water rights holders to accomplish these actions. CALFED proposes to work with
stakeholders to develop appropriate protection provisions for water transferred for in-stream uses, sowaterthat
acquired for en.vironmental purposes will stay instream as intended. In some cases, however, environmental water
needs in upstream areas may not coincide with water needs or outflow needs in the Delta. At these times, it may

most beneficial for the Ecosystem Restoration Program to arrange for upstreambe releasesand thenallow
diversion of the water downstream in the Delta.

3.6.4 Water Management Strategy Tools: Conveyance

PH2:3.6.4-1

The CALFED mission is to develop a long-term comprehensive plan that will restore ecological health and
improve water management for beneficial uses of the Bay-Delta system. Many of the conflicts in the Bay-Delta
system today are due to incompatibility between ecosystem restoration and water management. The CALFED
Program is a group of actions that, taken together, would meet the Program mission even though some of these
actions, considered separately, might diminish ecosystem health or impair water management. Although
implementation of the CALFED Program could lead to increased diversions from the Delta, the Preferred
Program Alternative does not specifically call for an increase in diversions but rather an increase in the capacity
to divert water. An increase in permitted pumping capacity at the SWP Banks Pumping Plant is included in the
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Preferred Program Alternative. This increase in capacity will increase flexibility, so that diversions can be shifted
more to times of low environmental impact.

PH2:3.6.4-2

Please see common response 16.

PH2:3.6.4-3

The description of north Delta channel modification included in the "Program Implementation" chapter in the
Phase II Report is slightly different from, and more refined than, the description of this proposed action in the
"Draft Implementation Plan" chapter in the December 1998 Revised Phase II Report. The June 1999 report, while
retaining language stating that CALFED will "evaluate opportunities," places more emphasis on achieving
synergistic benefits from these actions--including resolution of local flood concerns and creation of tidal wetlands
and riparian habitats. What has not changed is the intention to proceed only after additional evaluation is
conducted.

PH2:3.6.4-4

The CALFED’s alternatives analysis evaluated dual-Delta conveyance, including an isolated conveyance channel.
Based on the analysis, CALFED selected a Preferred Program Alternative that includes through-Delta conveyance
incorporating modifications of existing Delta channels.

PH2:3.6.4-5

CALFED has continued to refine the conveyance strategy since the publication of the December 1998 Revised
Phase r[ Report. A complete discussion of conveyance strategy may be found in common response 16.

PH2:3.6.4-6

For the initial screening leading to the surface storage sites retained for additional CALFED consideration,
CALFED did not use economic and water yield criteria. The prospective reservoirs could serve many purposes,
of which urban water supply is one. CALFED has prepared draft evaluations to compare prospective reservoir
sites as sources for urban water supply but did not use this information for the initial screening. See the storage
section in the Phase I~ Report for projects CALFED will pursue during Stage 1.

PH2:3.6.4-7

The current and earlier versions of the Phase II Report include an isolated facility under Alternative 3. While the
isolated facility would provide marked improvements in the quality of water exported from the Delta, it also
somewhat improves water quality in some areas of the Delta because of reduced pumping directly from the south
Delta channels. The Preferred Program Alternative does not include an isolated facility. However, it does provide
for evaluation of up to a 4,000-cfs screened diversion facility on the Sacramento River to move fresher water into
the central Delta.

PH2:3.6.4-8

The diversion facility on the Sacramento River would not significantly reduce obstacles to construction and[]
operation of an isolated facility. The historical emphasis has been on a screened diversion at Hood on the
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Sacramento River. This and other sites will be considered of the evaluation. The evaluation ofpotential aspart
the diversion facility on the Sacramento River was no_At added to the Preferred Program Alternative as a first step
toward an isolated facility but was included to make the system work without an isolated facility. CALFED will
consider isolated in the future if the with the other elementsfacility only through-Deltaconveyance Program
cannot meet CALFED goals and objectives. For an isolated facility to be considered in. the future, it would need
to be the most cost-effective and least environmentally damaging measure to correct this deficiency in meeting
the and If isolated is found in the it would need withstand itsgoals objectives. facility future,necessary to own

rigorous environmental review and permitting, separate from that included in this Programmatic EIS/EIR.

PH2-3.6.4-9

The dual-Delta conveyance would provide additional flexibility. The March 1998 Phase II Interim Report
provided a summary perform against distinguishing characteristics, includingof howeachalternativewould 18
operational flexibility. This comparison showed that Alternative 3, the dual-Delta conveyance alternative, would
provide the most operational flexibility of all alternatives. Impacts associated with dual-Deka conveyance, both
positive negative, are Chapters 5 through 7 Programmatic EIS/EIR. Program notand evaluatedin the The has
selected Alternative 3 as the Preferred Program Alternative. The Program complexity, coupled with the broad
scope and number of actions needed to implement the Program, the implementation period of 30 or more years,

to test hypotheses, resource limitations, necessary to implementProgram stages.theneed and makeit the in
Consequently, the Preferred Program Alternative provides for implementation of the Program in a staged manner
and establishes mechanisms to obtain the necessary additional information to guide the next stage of decision
making. Therefore, CALFED agencies propose to beginthrough-Delta In the event thatthe with modifications.
the through-Delta conveyance facilities in the Preferred Program Alternative cannot meet the Program
objectives--particularly for water quality and fisheries--the Preferred Program Alternative includes a process for
determining the any future additional conveyance facility actions--includingconditions under which those
Alternative 3--would be taken. Until additional information is available to determine whether water quality
objectives and fish recovery goals can be met and which, if any, additional actions will be necessary to achieve the
Program goals and objectives, the Preferred Program Alternative is the best alternative to achieve overall project
purposes and objectives.

PH2:3.6.4-10

The Preferred Program Alternative describes the process for new conveyance facilities to be considered as part
of the CALFED Program and for those that might be considered in the future. Please also see common
responses 14 and 16.

PH2:3.6.4-11

CALFED has not decided to construct a screened diversion on the Sacramento River at Hood. As part of the
Preferred Program Alternative, CALFED will study and evaluate a screened diversion facility on the Sacramento
River, with a range of diversion capacities up to 4,000 cfs, as a measure to improve drinking water quality. The
historical emphasis has been on a screened diversion at Hood on the Sacramento River. This and other potential
sites will be considered as part of the evaluation. This evaluation will proceed simultaneously with implementation
of other Water Quality Program measures, including reoperation of the Delta Cross Channel. Before construction
of a diversion facility on the Sacramento River could proceed, project-level environmental analysis under CEQA
and NEPA would be conducted, including analysis of a range of alternatives to meet project purposes. Please also
see common response 16. Monitoring conducted by CALFED and CALFED agencies during Stage 1 of
implementation will provide information on issues such as those listed by the commentor, relating to
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entrainment, salvage, predation, and Delta hydraulics. This information will guide future decisions regarding Delta
conveyance.

3.6.5 Water Management Strategy Tools: Storage

PH2:3.6.5-1

New or expanded storage, including surface storage and groundwater storage, can increase flexibility and reliability
and can reduce conflicts over water at certain times. Therefore, the Preferred Program Alternative includes new
storage predicated on complying with all Program linkages. Linkages are listed in the Preferred Program
Alternative. Please also see common response 4 and the storage section in the Phase 1I Report.

PH2:3.6.5-2

The CALFED Integrated Storage Investigation includes examination of the potential of hydropower reoperation
to contribute to the CALFED solution. Please also see common response 4.

PH2:3.6.5-3

Decisions regarding new storage will be guided by CALFED’s Integrated Storage Investigation, as described in
the Phase II Report and the Implementation Plan. Please also see common response 4.

PH2:3.6.5-4

The Program commitments related to new storage are vital assurances that all parts of the Program will be
implemented together and that new storage will meet permitting requirements under the CWA Section 404. These
commitments are essential to a successful, implementable CALFED Program.

PH2:3.6.5-5

In-Delta storage is one of the storage options that CALFED will pursue during Stage 1 under the Integrated
Storage Invest!gation. Please also see common response 4.

PH2:3.6.5-6

Millerton Lake enlargement is one of the reservoir sites that continues to be considered in the Integrated Storage
Investigation. Please also see common response 4.

PH2:3.6.5-7

CALFED recognizes the critical role of local government agencies in protecting and managing groundwater
resources and will actively pursue cooperative partnerships with local agencies.

PH2:3.6.5-8

One advantage of groundwater storage or conjunctive use programs is that they facilitate reliance on surface water
supplies in wetter years and provide an alternative groundwater source when surface supplies are curtailed.
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PH2:3.6.5-9

CALFED agrees that off-stream storage on the west side of the Sacramento Valley could provide indirect flood
supply water needs, providing greater flexibility oncontrolbenefitsandcould west-side theriver.

PH2:3.6.5-10

The potential for increasing TOC loading is a concern associated with in-Delta storage. Revisions have been made
to reflect this concern.

PH2:3.6.5-11

approach to conjunctive use projects to pursue cooperative partnershipsagencies.CALFED’s is with local
CALFED has received expressions of interest regarding eastern San Joaquin County and will continue to evaluate
projects in this area.

PH2:3.6.5-12

comment appears to referring to stormwater management, topic requires site-specific analysisThe be urban This
and is beyond the scope of the Program. On a broader scale, however, the Integrated Storage Investigation will
consider natural and artificial recharge of groundwater on a regional basis. Please also see common response 1.

PH2:3.6.5-13

Generally, capacity a pumping plant accompanying system are designeda specific capacity;the of andthe canal for
if the pumps are enlarged, the canal must be enlarged. However, the SWP system has a physical capacity larger
than the permitted capacity. CALFED is working toward increasing the permitted pumping capacity of the SWP

Pumping together the JPD. a similar effect of increasing the capacityBanks Plant with Thishas of the federal
pumps.

PH2:3.6.5-14

CALFED’s Integrated Storage Investigation (please see common response 4) is currently looking at the role of
water groundwater in an Water Management Strategy. As in II Reportsurface and overall stated thePhase under

"Water Management Tools: Storage," CALFED is developing guiding principles for conjunctive use programs to
ensure that local concerns and potential impacts are fully addressed. Formal agreements will be required and
prepared for the implementation of each conjunctive use/groundwater banking development. In addition, site-
specific environmental documentation will be required for each project. Please also see common responses 6, 13,
and 19.

PH2:3.6.5-15

As II Report under "Water Management Tools: Storage," CALFED is developing guidixtgstatedin thePhase
principles for conjunctive use programs to ensure that local concerns and potential impacts are fully addressed.
Formal agreements will be required and prepared for the implementation of each conjunctive use/groundwater
banking development.
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PH2:3.6.5-16

By its nature, new surface storage development takes considerable time and funding. The $70,000,000 shown in
the June 1999 Revised Phase II Report for the Integrated Storage Investigation is an initial amount primarily for
planning and feasibility work related to both groundwater and surface water storage. Development of facilities
will require more funding. Since the June 1999 Revised Phase U Report, CALFED has revised budgets to reflect
a more aggressive Program schedule. For example, the budget for storage now includes facility construction in
Stage 1. See the Phase II Report for revised budgets. Please also see common response 4.

PH2:3.6.5-17

The Phase II Report includes a list of surface reservoir sites that are retained for additional CALFED
consideration. This list includes Los Vaqueros Reservoir expansion with local partners as part of a Bay Area water
quality and water supply initiative. CA_I.FED acknowledges the Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) principles
and will carefully consider them as evaluations are refined in the future.

PH2-3.6.5-18

CALFED began an initial screening of 52 potential surface reservoir sites. The initial screening was conducted to
reduce the number of sites to a more manageable number for additional future screening. The screening eliminated
sites that clearly violated CALFED’s solution principles or objectives and those that were under 200 TAF
capacity. CALFED has prepared draft documentation (December 22, 1999 Draft Initial Surface Water Storage
Screening) on this initial screening that led to the 12 potential sites in the Phase II Report. CALFED expects that
many of the 12 remaining sites will also be eliminated when more detailed screening is completed. The Phase II
Report and the Implementation Plan explain how CALFED will proceed with site-specific evaluation of surface
and groundwater projects. CALFED will continue to compile available information on environmental concerns,
land use restrictions, and other information for project-specific analyses.

PH2:3.6.5-19

Because specific reservoir sites are not identified in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, the impact analysis used
representative sites and sizes to bracket the potential range of impacts for surface storage projects. The impact
analysis in the Programmatic EIS/EIR (please see Section 2.1.2) evaluates up to 6 million acre-feet (MAF) of
surface water and groundwater storage. This amount was thought to be near an upper limit of storage potential
for the Program based on modeling results. The CALFED agencies consider the impact analysis to be legally
satisfactory. More detailed information, with ample opportunity for public review and comment, will be
developed as CALFED proceeds with the actions in Stage 1--including site-specific environmental review. Please
see common response 1.

PH2:3.6.5-20

CALFED prepared an inventory of potential storage in the March 7, 1997 report, CALFED Bay-Delta Program¯
Storage and Conveyance Component Inventories. The inventory was based on information in reports prepared over
the last 40 years by federal, state, and local agencies. The inventory included facilities with the potential to
significantly contribute to the Program’s objective of improving water supply reliability in the Bay-Deka system¯
by increasing water supply and/or improving operational flexibility. Smaller reservoirs (less than 100 TAF) were
not included in the inventory. Later screening eliminated those sites less than 200 TAF since these smaller
reservoirs do not significantly contribute to meeting CALFED objectives. CALFED staff believes that the smaller¯
reservoirs are best left as candidates for potential development by local entities to meet specific local needs. Three
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Joaquin County sites were on inventory: Reservoir, FarmingtonSan reservoir theinitial DuckCreek Reservoir
enlargement, and South Gulch Reservoir. The sites were all eliminated due to their small sizes.

PH2:3.6.5-21

In using up to 3 MAF of new Sacramento River surface storage and up to 2 MAF of off-aqueduct surface storage
impact analysis, was setting an upper purposes not as a statementwaterin its CALFED limitforevaluation and of

demands. Future site-specific evaluations, environmental review processes, and permit applications will be
coordinated under CALFED’s Integrated Storage Investigation. Storage may provide some secondary benefits for
flood control the downstream river flood control the Delta itself isalong segments.However, beyond not part
of the CALFED purpose.

PH2:3.6.5-22

CALFED will continue working on the Water Management Strategy to guide future decisions on the use of
various water management tools. However, CALFED linkages waterhasidentkfied andconditionsforsurface and
groundwater storage that include a need for a demonstrated commitment to finance by the beneficiaries. Please
see common responses 4 and 22.

PH2:3.6.5-23

DWR will with before the CALFED ROD. initial draft DWR work havenot progress EIR planmay

anticipated an earlier optimistic start date, but that assumption was not correct.

PH2:3.6.5-24

The existing reservoirs operated by DWR, Reclamation, and others serve many purposes and operate under many
constraints. In general, water can be stored if adequate flood control space remains and other downstream
environmental, water quality, and water demand needs are met. Depending on the timing of inflows to the
reservoirs and the timing of the downstream constraints, the reservoirs do not fill in some years. Please take the
earthquake comment to the Corps.

PH2:3.6.5-25

In California Pubic Resources Code Section 5093.542, the Legislature specifically mentions the potential of raising
Shasta Dam and provides for the DWR to participate in studies of that potential raise:

Except for participation by the Department of Water Resources in studies involving the technical
and economic feasibility of enlargement of Shasta Dam, no department or agency of the state shall
assist or cooperate with, whether by loan, grant, license, or other wise, any agency of the federal,
state, or local government in the planning or construction of any dam, reservoir, diversion, or
other water impoundment facility that could have an adverse effect on the free-flowing condition
of the McCloud River, or on its wild trout fishery.

CALFED agrees that the full Redbank storage project would not be consistent with CALFED goals and
objectives. However, of the 1.2 reservoirs retained for additional CALFED consideration, the Schoenfield
Reservoir portion of the Redbank project could provide unique fishery benefits to the Program. While diversion
of water to Schoenfield Reservoir would be required, the Dippingvat Reservoir would not be considered. The
concept involves using the reservoir early in the irrigation season to serve demands of the Coming and Tehama-
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Colusa Canals and, in turn, leaving the gates on the Red Bluff Diversion Dam open (benefitting fish passage)
longer since diversions from the Sacramento River would be unnecessary during this period. Studies for the
Pinoche project have not progressed far enough to determine whether it should be removed for ESA reasons.
These reservoir sites appear to have less potential for providing benefits during Stage I or soon thereafter;
consequently, CALFED does not anticipate investing substantial resources in these reservoirs during Stage 1. See
the storage section in the Phase II Report.

PH2:3.6.5-26

Development of North Coast rivers is beyond the scope of the Program and against the CALFED pohcy of not
developing new on-stream reservoirs.

PH2:3.6.5-27

The $370,000,000 in the June 1999 Revised Phase II Report was an estimate based on the storage-related actions
proposed for Stage l. Not all the $370,000,000 is for the Integrated Storage Investigation. The Integrated Storage
Investigation is still under development, and cost estimates will continue to be refined. Since the June 1999 Revised
Phase II Report, CALFED has revised budgets to reflect a more aggressive Program schedule. For example, the
budget for storage now includes facility construction in Stage 1. See the finance section in the Phase II Report for
revised budget amounts.

PH2:3.6.5-28

CALFED has been working to better define river flows fiecessary to maintain river processes (fluvial
geomorphology). Early in the process, CALFED estimated that a flow of 60,000 cfs may be necessary, but work
is continuing on defining operational guidance for diversions. No modeling with this daily flow has been
conducted since DWRS!lvl is a monthly model. The modeling with DWRSIM considered a range of river flow
limits (up to 20,000 cfs monthly) before diversion to storage can be made. See Attachment A to the Programmatic
EIS/EIR.

PH2:3.6.5-29

Preliminary evaluations indicate that in-Delta storage could significantly improve system flexibility, especially for
the EWA. In-Delta storage remains on CALFED’s list of surface storage sites retained for additional consideration
and will be pursued during Stage 1. More detailed evaluations will be required on the potential effects of in-Delta
storage on adjoining islands and design measures to protect them. See common response 4.

PH2:3.6.5-30

A physical connection to in-Delta storage and the pumping plants is within the range of potential solutions
covered by the programmatic evaluations. In-Deka storage remains one of the 12 potential surface reservoirs for
additional CALFED consideration. The continuing work on the development of the EWA recognizes the value
of the physical connection. More detailed site-specific work, including the potential of the connection, will be
conducted as in-Delta storage is evaluated.

PH2:3.6.5-31

While new storage volume to meet CALFED objectives might be obtained by the combined effect of several small
reservoirs, the cumulative costs and environmental impacts of building many smaller dams would be too high.
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reservoirs (less than 200 TAF) are as potential development byThesmaller bestleft candidatesfor Ioc£ entities
to meet specific local needs. In addition, CALFED eliminated on-stream reservoirs as a matter of policy due to
environmental impacts and implementability reasons. Other reservoirs were eliminated based on conflict with
CALFED solution and The Phase includes informationhow CALFED willprinciples objectives. II Report on

proceed with evaluation of storage. Please also see common response 4.

PH2:3.6.5-32

Groundwater storage and surface storage are not exactly equivalent and do not provide exactly the same benefits.
storage is generally more environmentally benignmore slowly canGroundwater but fills and bedrawndown

more slowly than surface storage. For this reason, groundwater storage is often operated in conjunction with
surface storage--where water can be stored quickly until such time as it can be placed in an aquifer. There is also

potential for local water supply and environmental impacts associatedgroundwater storage. Forthe with this
reason, CALFED will proceed with groundwater storage projects only in conjunction wkh a local project
proponent.

PH2-3.6.5-33

CALFED has not computed cost/benefit ratios for potential surface storage. CALFED has conducted an initial
screening of potential reservoir sites to eliminate sites providing less than 200 TAF of storage and those that
conflicted with CALFED solution principles, objectives, or policies. Development of North Coast rivers is
beyond the scope of the Program and against CALFED’s policy of not developing new on-stream reservoirs. Due
to environmental concerns, CALFED does not propose new on-stream storage (such as the Dos Rios project).
CALFED has, however, retained in-Delta island storage as one of the potential surface reservoirs remaining for
additional CALFED consideration. Please also see common response 4.

PH2-3.6.5-34

Merced County is the correct location for Montgomery Reservoir. This change has been made in the Phase 11
Report.

PH2-3.6.5-35

CALFED agrees that off-stream storage can result in serious environmental problems. However, off-stream
storage generally results in fewer environmental impacts then new on-stream storage. The off-stream sites, filled
primarily by diversion, are generally located on small or intermittent drainages where the impacts on the aquatic
environment are much smaller than those associated with on-stream reservoirs located on major rivers or
tributaries. Mitigation costs are anticipated to be substantially less with the off-stream reservoirs, which will make
the on-stream reservoirs infeasible. CALFED recognizes the need for peak flows and sediment transport to
maintain the river channels and recognizes the effect of diversions. This fact has been a key reason that CALFED
eliminated some potential reservoir sites from additional consideration in its initial reservoir screening
investigations. CALFED is evaluating the effects of diversions on the channel geomorphology and the fish. For
its programmatic evaluations, CALFED considered diversions up to 5,000 cfs from the Sacramento River; a
smaller diversion may be appropriate. More detailed studies of geomorphology and environmental needs will be
conducted as evaluations proceed. Please also see common response 4.

I
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PH2-3.6.5-36

Surface water and groundwater storage are not treated unequally. Each method has different benefits and impacts
that must be considered as CALFED makes decisions. A full array of water management tools, including new
groundwater and surface storage, needs to be included in the Water Management Strategy. New groundwater
and/or surface storage will be developed and constructed, together with aggressive implementation of water
conservation, recycling, and a protective water transfer market, as appropriate to meet CALFED Program goals.
Due to potentially fewer environmental impacts, groundwater projects could be implemented sooner than surface
storage. Future site-specific evaluations, environmental review processes, and permit applications will be
coordinated under CALFED’s Integrated Storage Investigation.

�

PH2-3.6.5-37

CALFED will pursue new storage projects that best help meet CALFED goals for water supply reliability and
ecosystem restoration. All of the potential new or expanded storage projects will require detailed studies,
environmental documentation, and permitting before they can be built. In addition, CALFED has committed
to balanced progress in all Program areas, as stated in the Preferred Program Alternative:

... CALFED will annually review the status of implementation of all actions, the progress toward
achievement of all goals and objectives, arid compliance with Program schedules and financing
agreements pertaining to the CALFED Program. In all Program areas, funds for implementation
of the Program will continue to be available only if implementation of all actions, progress
toward achievement of all goals and objectives, and compliance with schedules and financing
agreements are occurring in a balanced manner. In the event that either the Governor or the
Secretary of the Interior determines that the Program has not substantially adhered to this
balanced implementa-tion, then the Governor and the Secretary will develop and approve a
revised program schedule and budget to achieve balanced implementation.

In addition, the general principle of "beneficiaries pay" applies to all parts of the Program including new storage.
CALFED conducted an Economic Evaluation of Water Management Alternatives that looked at the array of
water management tools available to each region and placed them order from least to most expensive. In many
cases, some amount of water conservation is the most cost-effective tool to use for a given region. However, not
all increments of water conservation are equally cost effective. This information will be presented, along with
other evaluation information, as the Integrated Storage Investigation continues. CALFED has evaluated each
alternative, including the Preferred Program Alternative, with and without new storage. Please also see common
response 4.

PH2-3.6.5-38

CALFED agrees that the Integrated Storage Investigation is only one component of the comprehensive effort
required to develop a Water Management Strategy. CALFED will continue to refine its analysis of other water
management tools, including water transfers, conservation, recycling, watershed management, and water quality
improvement actions. Our ongoing economic evaluations will help characterize the relative implementabiiity of
various water management tools under a variety of assumptions. The Integrated Storage Investigation will help
to refine the appropriate operational policies, costs, benefks, and impacts.

Responses to specific comments in Attachment 5 to the commentor’s letter are included elsewhere in this
document. Please see the specific comment of interest in Attachment 5 for the location of the response.
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PH2-3.6.5-39

Any new storage will require safeguards to provide adequate protection for fisheries, water temperature, geofluvial
process, downstream flow requirements. CALFED has each alternative, includingand evaluated thePreferred
Program Alternative, with and without new storage. CALFED agrees that the issue of whether or not storage
can provide ecosystem benefits remains very controversial. However, work underway by CALFED to explore
the potential operation of an EWA has demonstrated the value of storage in shifting the timing upstreamof

releases and Deka diversions. It appears that real-time monitoring together with utilization of dedicated storage
could provide significant protection to fisheries without diminishing water supply reliability. Other CALFED
investigations have demonstrated the potential for new storage to provide the pulseproposed in theflows
Ecosystem Restoration Program to benefit anadromous fish. Ultimately, these potential benefits must be weighed
against the costs of storage and considered in the context of other environmental impacts. The Integrated Storage
Investigation will continue to further define the potential environmental impacts and benefits to assist in guiding
these broad decisions. However, a thorough evaluation of the environmental impacts and benefits can be
conducted on a site-specific basis.

PH2-3.6.5-40

All work under the Integrated Storage Investigation is intended to facilitate programmatic decisions. It is
impossible to develop the economic, financing, and environmental information without some measure of site-
specific investigation. In fact, a thorough evaluation of the environmental impacts and benefits can be conducted
on a site-specific basis. Future site-specific evaluations, environmental review processes, and permit applications
will be coordinated under CALFED’s Integrated Storage Investigation.

PH2-3.6.5-41

CALFED agrees with the observations regarding the ROD and programmatic findings. A Water Management
Strategy with a full array of tools is an important part of the solution.

PH2-3.6.5-42

CALFED disagrees with the statement that the Program has confused quantity with water reliability. CALFED,
together with stakeholders, has set broad goals for water supply reliability. None of these goals mentions water
quantity. Goal A is to increase the utility of available water supplies (making water suitable for more uses and
reuses). Goal B is to improve access to existing or new water supplies, in an economically efficient manner, for
environmental, urban, and agricultural beneficial uses. Goal C is to improve flexibility of managing water supply
and demand in order to reduce conflicts between beneficial uses, improve access to water supplies, and decrease
system vulnerability. Continuing work on the Water Management Strategy will better define measurable
performance measures and how the array of water management tools can work together to improve water supply
reliability for all water users, including the environment.

PH2-3.6.5-43

The requirements for environmental water, such as in-stream flows, temperature control, and Delta standards,
are current considerations in reservoir carryover storage targets for water use in subsequent years. In addition,
CALFED’s evaluations for the EWA include carryover of environmental water assets between years. CALFED’s
development of a long-term water acquisition strategy for environmental water acquisitions for the Ecosystem
Restoration Program and the EWA can further facilitate making ecosystem water available in different water-year
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types. Environmental participation in new storage, if any, could make additional environmental water available
for carryover from year to year.

PH2-3.6.5-44

CALFED has continued to work on refining the Program since originally receiving the November 8, 1998,
Blueprint for an Environmentally and Economically Sound CALFED Water Supply Reliability Program. The
essence of many of the "Blueprint" concepts currently are included in the Program. This is evidenced, for example,
by the wide variety of water management tools included in the Preferred Program Alternative. CALFED has
recommended several improvements to the existing water market structure that would enable water transfers to
play an integral role in statewide water management. In addition, CALFED has included an aggressive Water Use
Efficiency Program directed at incentives and assurance mechanisms for more efficient use of existing water
supplies. However, the actual savings that will result cannot be accurately estimated. Thus, values presented by
the "Blueprint," especially with limited documentation on their derivation, are not very useful to the Program
at this time. Furthermore, CALFED staff believe their conservation estimates to be reasonable. The Summary
Report by the Independent Review Panel on Agricultural Water Conservation Potenti£ (lanuary 29, 1999)
identified many necessary refinements that could be made to CALFED’s agricultural estimates, but also stated that
these programmatic-level estimates were "reasonable initial estimates of overall agricultural water conservation
potential." Please see common response 10 for discussion on the water supply baseline.

CALFED, together with stakeholders, has set broad goals for water supply reliability for all water users. None
of these goals mentions water quantity. Goal A is to increase the utility of available water supplies (making water
suitable for more uses and reuses). Goal B is to improve access to existing or new water supplies, in an
economically efficient manner, for environmental, urban and agricultural beneficial uses. Goal C is to improve

¯ flexibility of managing water supply and demand in order to reduce conflicts between beneficial uses, improve
access to water supplies, and decrease system vulnerability. Continuing work on the Water Management Strategy
will better define measurable performance measures and how the array of water management tools can work
together to improve water supply reliability for all water users, including the environment.

CALFED will pursue new storage projects that best help meet CALFED goals for water supply reliability and
ecosystem restoration. All of the potential new or expanded storage projects will require detailed studies,
environmental documentation, and permitting before they can be built. In addition, CALFED has committed
to balanced progress in all Program areas, as stated in the Preferred Program Alternative:

... CALFED will annually review the status of implementation of all actions, the progress toward
achievement of all goals and objectives, and compliance with Program schedules and financing
agreements pertaining to the CALFED Program. In all Program areas, funds for implementation
of the Program will continue to be available only if implementation of all actions, progress
toward achievement of all goals and objectives, and compliance with schedules and financing
agreements are occurring in a balanced manner. In the event that either the Governor or the
Secretary of the Interior determines that the Program has not substantially adhered to this
balanced implementa-tion, then the Governor and the Secretary will develop and approve a
revised program schedule and budget to achieve balanced implementation.

In addition, the general principle of "beneficiaries pay" applies to all parts of the Program including new storage.
CALFED conducted an Economic Evaluation of Water Management Alternatives that looked at the array of
water management tools available to each region and placed them order from least to most expensive. In many
cases, some amount of water conservation is the most cost-effective tool to use for a given region. However, not
all increments of water conservation are equally cost effective. This information will be presented, along with
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I other evaluation information, the continues. CALFED has evaluated eachIntegratedStorageInvestigation
alternative, including the Preferred Program Alternative, with and without new storage. Please also see common

i response 4.

CA&FED recognizes that estimates of water demand can vary widely. Therefore, its modeling assumptions do
not use a single water demand (DWR or others) but uses a range from 1995 demands to estimated 2020 demands.

I modeling using assumes water not over existing levels, evenThe the1995demands that demandsdo increase
year 2020. Using the 1995 water demands requires assuming that any increase in water demands will be met from
other non-Delta sources such as water conservation and water recycl~g. This is not a policy decision but is for

I the of of conditions, estimate of demands the other doesmodeling potential Usingpurpose range one water or

not change CALFED’s conclusion on the Preferred Program Alternative. Due to uncertainty, the modeling
assumptions also included a range of environmental assumptions that would lead to different flow requirements.

I the Ecosystem Restoration Program required environmental restoration,While estimatedflows for work

continues to define how the EWA can best be used for environmental enhancement/protection in a balanced way
with other water uses.

! Another recommendation of the "Blueprint" is for a water pricing structure that reflects the economic and
environmental value of water. While CALFED has no authority to set water pricing structure nor changeI Reclamation law for the is based than for the the does include(waterpricing SWP more COSt ~vP), Program
actions and policies that move closer to a market-based pricing of water. Improvements to the existing water
market structure will enable water transfers to play an integral role in statewide water management and encourageI efficient use of water. An aggressive Water Use Efficiency Program directed at incentivesassurancethe and
mechanisms will encourage more efficient use of existing water supplies. Financing, including broad-based
diversion or user fees, could help account for some of the environmental costs. In addition, CALFED’s general

I principle of "beneficiaries pay" provides for water users to pay thecost construction, mitigation,full of and
operation of new facilities.

I PH2:3.6.5-45

Two responses are consolidated under this response. Please read the entire text of this response for an answer to
I your comment.

The Integrate~ Storage Investigation consists of a number of coordinated elements with a variety of time frames.I The Integrated Storage Investigation includes site-specific studies of surface water storage, groundwater storage,
and power facility reoperation; and a comprehensive assessment of the potential for removing or modifying
critical fish migration barriers. In addition, assistance will be provided to local agencies for study and

I implementation of groundwater conjunctive use programs. Some of these efforts will be completed during the first
years of implementation. Other efforts, such as the ongoing investigations of new surface storage, will require
several more years to complete the necessary engineering and environmental analyses and the requiredI environmental review and permit application processes. All information derived from these Integrated Storage
Investigation investigations, along with updated information from other CALFED Program elements addressing
water use efficiency, water recycling, and water transfers, will be considered as CALFED refines its Water

I Management Strategy. Surface water or groundwater storage opportunities that can contribute to CALFED
Program objectives and solution principles and are consistent with the Water Management Strategy will be
recommended for implementation. Construction of some recommended projects will begin by the end of Stage 1I when willing project participants are identified, site-specific environmental documentation is completed, and
required permits are obtained.

!
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The concern related to water quality impacts is noted in the Phase II Report as suggested. There is uncertainty
regarding the amount and type of organic carbon that might be discharged from such storage, and uncertainty
regarding potential water quality impacts of storage versus potential benefits related to new operational flexibility
provided by the storage. Detailed analysis and disclosure of potential water quality impacts related to in-Delta
storage atop peat soils are most appropriately discussed in the context of a project-specific environmental
document.

PH2:3.6.5-46

The Phase II Report explains how CALFED will proceed with evaluation of storage projects in Stage 1. CALFED
will address assurances during the project-specific stage.

PH2:3.6.5-47

CALFED has carried out a reservoir screening effort, narrowing the range of reservoir sites under consideration
from 52 to 12. Enlargement of Lake Shasta remains on the list of 12 sites still under consideration. No technical
or planning information was available to CALFED on the enlargement of Lake Oroville. Because there was no
existing basis for analysis, the site was not considered during reservoir screening. The configuration of the existing
Oroville Dam would appear to be difficult and expensive to enlarge.

3.6.6 Water Management Strategy Tools in Action: The Environmental Water Account

Responses PH2:3.6.6-1 through PH2:3.6.6-100 have been consolidated into the following text. This text also can
be found in the "Common Responses" section of Volume I, under common response 21.

The EWA is part of CALFED’s Water Management Strategy, designed to improve fisheries protection and
recovery while providing improvements in water quality and water supply reliability. The EWA will rely on more
flexible management of water based on real-time needs of the fishery resources. The EWA functions primarily
by changing the timing of some flow releases from storage and the timing of water exports from the south Delta
pumping plants to coincide with periods of greater or lessor vulnerability of various fish to Delta conditions. The
EWA will be established to provide water for protection and recovery of fish beyond water available through
existing regulatory actions related to project operations.

EWA Versus Prescriptive Standards. The EWA is based on the concept that flexible management of
water will achieve fishery and ecosystem benefits more efficiently than a completely prescriptive regulatory
approach. By managing EWA "assets" (such as water, storage, money, and operation rights) on a real-time basis,
the overall cost of environmental protection can be lower than under a purely prescriptive approach. This would
help to attain water supply reliability objectives for other water users and improve fisheries conditions. In
addition, by managing the EWA in dose coordination with other parts of the Water Management Strategy,
multiple benefits may sometimes be achieved from the use of EWA assets. For example, the EWA may at times
release water to achieve both fishery enhancement and water quality benefits.

The EWA concept and traditional prescriptive standards represent fundamentally different approaches to natural
resource protection, and both have strengths and weaknesses. Compared to prescriptive standards, an EWA allows
for more creative, flexible, and adaptive responses to real-time developments in the environment. In addition, by
requiring EWA managers to budget EWA assets, the EWA encourages a more efficient use of environmental water
supplies. At the same time, however, the EWA must have adequate assets and must rely on a functional water
market to effectively translate EWA assets into environmental protection measures. Inefficiencies in the water
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market translate intoinefficient EWA. In the EWA’s reliance real-time information aboutaddition,can an on

resource responses requires an extensive, and expensive, monitoring program.

Compared to an EWA, prescriptive advantages, approach onstandardshavecertain WhereastheEWA focuses
protecting targeted species, prescriptive standards can provide broad ecosystem protection to a wider range of
species. Prescriptive standards generally provide a greater assurance of the intended protection, in that they do
not rely on by asset managers. Nevertheless, prescriptive can rigid inefficient;real-timedecisions standards be and
they can be overly broad, in which case they are an inefficient use of natural resources (water); or they can be
overly narrow, in which case they do not adequately protect the natural resources.

These considerations suggest that the optimum approach would include a combination of prescriptive standards
and an EWA. The prescriptive standards would be used to provide the broad baseline level of ecosystem

and address needs that well established and The EWA then beprotection, specificto species predictable.are can

used to "fine-tune" ecological protection, reallocating EWA assets to provide additional protection to targeted
species as indicated by real-time events.

EWA Development. To gain insight into whether and how an EWA could improve fish conditions while
protecting water quality and water supply benefits, a group including CALFED agency staff and stakeholders have

numerous EWA operations EWA gaming exercises project operators,simulated /CVPIA scenarios.These allowed
fishery agency biologists, and stakeholders to work together to simulate operational decisions to react to the
changing hydrological and biological conditions typical of the Sacramento-San Joaquin watersheds and the Delta.

gaming to see how the system may respond to potential configurationsapplicationsThe allowedthem and of

EWA assets.

The group conducted a number of gaming simulations to better understand how an EWA might have been
operated in "real time" if it had existed during the 1981 through 1994 water years. This period included a variable
hydrologic sequence of wet years and dry years to test the EWA but does not reflect all the variation that EWA
management could encounter. In each simulation,EWA access to a different collection of facilities,the had
contracts, rights, and income. Differing assumptions also were made about the application of water under CVPIA
Section 3406 b(1) and b(2). For example, one game was run solely to determine how much water would be
required to achieve "adequate" biological protection from the point of view of the fishery agencies. In some games,
the EWA had access to new storage and/or new export pumping capacity. In all games the EWA had access to
unused project capacity and the right to allow variances in application of the export/inflow standard in order to
generate environmental water. In some games, the EWA had a budget for water purchases.

Changes in operations were simulated using a set of assumed EWA and historical hydrology and fish salvage
records, starting from a model representation of project operations with current regulatory conditions. The group
then could evaluate the effects of their decisions on fish resources, water quality, water supply reliability, and the
EWA account.

EWA Structure. During Stage 1, the EWA would work from a foundation of the existing regulatory
regime. The EWA would not be a substitute for existing prescriptive standards but would supplant potential new
standards. The EWA will be established to provide water for the protection and recovery of fish beyond water
available through existing regulatory actions related to project operations. The EWA will benefit water users by
providing additional water for fish without the need to reduce project deliveries. The EWA will be authorized
to acquire, bank, transfer, and borrow water and to arrange for its conveyance. EWA assets will be managed by
the state and federal fishery agencies (USFWS, NMFS, and DFG) in coordination wkh project operators and
stakeholders, through the CALFED Operations Group. Initial acquisition of assets for the EWA will be made
and funded by federal and state agencies (Reclamation and DWR). Subsequently, it is anticipated that acquisitions
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and cost allocations among beneficiaries will be made pursuant to a public process that may take advantage of
other agencies or third parties to acquire assets.

To provide regulatory stability during the initial period of Stage 1, the CALFED agencies will provide a
commitment, subject to legal requirements, that for the first 4 years of Stage 1, there will be no reductions,
beyond existing regulatory levels, in CVP or SW-P deliveries from the Delta resulting from measures to protect
fish under the federal and state ESAs. This commitment will be based on the availability of three tiers of assets.
Tier 1 is baseline water, provided by existing regulation and operational flexibility. The regulatory baseline
consists of the biological opinions on winter-run chinook salmon and delta smelt, 1995 Delta Water Quality
Control Plan, and 800 TAF of CVP Yield pursuant to CVPIA Section 3406(b)(2). See the EWA section in the
Phase I1 Report for more detail on the regulatory baseline.

Tier 2 consists of the assets in the EWA combined with the benefits of the Ecosystem Restoration Program and
is an insurance mechanism that will allow water to be provided for fish when needed without reducing deliveries
to water users. Tier 1 and Tier 2 are, in effect, a water budget for the environment and will be used to avoid the
need for Tier 3 assets. It is unlikely that assets beyond those in Tier 1 and Tier 2 will be needed to meet ESA
requirements. However, if further assets are needed in specific circumstances, a third tier will be provided. Tier 3
is based on the commitment and ability of the CALFED agencies to make additional water available should it be
needed. In considering the need for Tier 3 assets, the fishery agencies will consider the views of an independent
science panel. Tier 3 assets may include additional purchases from willing sellers or consensual "borrowing" of
water (beyond assets borrowed in the implementation of the EWA).

The ESA commitment will be in effect for 4 years based on Ecosystem Restoration Program implementation and
the assets available in that period. It is anticipated that sufficient assets, either from existing sources or from supply
augmentation, will be available for the protection of fish beyond the first 4 years, and that the commitment will
be extended. The only exception to this commitment would arise in the extremely unlikely event that, despite
the utilization of all measures available in the three tiers, a determination is made that a situation of jeopardy to
a listed species nevertheless is likely.

The EWA would need to make use of all of the water management tools as shown. Especially in its first few years
of operation, a substantial portion of the assets needed for an EWA will come from access to existing project
flexibility, new changes in project flexibility (for example, the joint point of diversion and export/inflow ratio
flexibility) and through voluntary purchases (estimated at $50 million annually) on the water transfer market.
Given these market-based water transfers, the EWA will affect the cost and availability of water transfer capacity.
See the EWA section in the Phase lI Report for more detail on EWA assets.

On average, the EWA will cause export timing shifts of approximately 380 TAF annually; somewhat higher
amounts are anticipated after the first year. These timing shifts will not reduce the volume of exports except for
water under some voluntary market transactions. CALFED’s analysis of the EWA shows that the EWA
"performance" increases as the EWA’s access to surface and groundwater storage increases. Flexibility in project
operations and improvements in conveyance facilities can both help deliver environmental water at the desired
place and time and can help to create new EWA "assets." This flexibility is essential for the EWA for it must be
operated in tandem with [[Section 3406]] b(1), b(2), and b(3) water provided under the CVPIA. Finally, the EWA
cannot function without the comprehensive monitoring program envisioned in CALFED’s Science Program.

Water quality concerns also must be considered in managing the EWA. Operational changes to enhance the
protection of aquatic resources and maintain export supplies have the potential to affect water quality, either
positively or negatively. Management of the EWA must be coordinated closely with operation of the state and
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water projects Quality Program to assure operations not adverselyfederal andtheWater that EWA do affect the
Program’s ability to meet its water quality goals.

The EWA will fisheries and while in reliabilityprovide protection providingimprovementsrecovery watersupply
primarily by changing the timing of some flow releases from storage and the timing of water exports from the
south Delta pumping plants. These real-time operational changes will be dependent on assessment of and response

conditions. For from the Delta be reduced times when certain fishto varying example,waterexports may at
species are most vulnerable to this pumping and may be increased when the fish are less vulnerable. The timing
of operational changes would vary from year to year depending on many factors such as hydrology and real-time

that shows the and of fish. of how the EWA its follows:monitoring Examplesmovement presence mayuse assets

¯ If additional export reductions are needed to protect Ddta smelt during late May and June, the
use water already pumped to provide water to stateEWA could EWA into SanLuis Reservoir

and federal project water users. If the EWA had not previously stored water in San Luis
Reservoir, it would temporarily borrow stored state and/or federal water in San Luis Reservoir
to provide water to state project water users.the andfederal

¯ Since the EWA is not allowed to cause any new delivery reductions, it must pay back most or all
water to impact on following year’sof theborrowed avoid the allocations.

¯ The EWA would repay the loan using various available assets. It might:

Use EWA groundwater supplies in the export area.

- water purchase contracts export area.Invoke inthe

Invoke agreements with local agencies in the export area requiring the agencies to rely on
local rather than San Reservoir until after the low reached.storage Luis water pointis

Ask the projects to shift additional water from upstream reservoirs into San Luis
Reservoir August, using EWA upstream supplies or taking onbeforethe endof either
new upstream debts.

- export/import to move more water to export area.Relaxthe ratio standard the

¯ If the San Luis low point could be passed without the repayment of all the debt, the EWA might
carry the debt into the next winter in the hopes that high Delta inflows would allow San Luis
Reservoir to refill without additional EWA expenditures. EWA water stored in San Luis
Reservoir will help to keep the reservoir higher and avoid water quality problems associated with
the San Luis low point.

¯ Another result of export reductions to protect Delta smelt might be lower releases and higher
storage in State and reservoirs upstream of the Delta (because Delta outflows can now befederal
sustained with lower Delta inflows). Just as the EWA would be responsible for paying back the
reduction in San Luis storage, it would gain control over the increased upstream storage. Releases

upstream storage used to improve in-stream conditions below the reservoir infrom this couldbe
fall, and then either pumped into the export system to pay off the debt in San Luis Reservoir or
left in the river to increase Delta outflow.
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For the interim, the CALFED Program will coordinate with EWA implementing agencies (DFG, USFWS, and
NMFS) to ensure CALFED objectives are being met and are balanced between ecosystem and water management
objectives. Policy and funding decisions regarding the EWA will need to be reviewed by the CALFED Policy
Group. Coordination and consultation efforts among the CALFED Operations Group, project operations, ESA
management agencies, the program manager for the Ecosystem Restoration Program, and stakeholder groups are
intended to ensure that the environmental water acquisitions are consistent with the CALFED Program goalsand
objectives, and that conflicts with ESA requirements and project operations are minimized or avoided.

The long-term management of the EWA has not been determined at this time. CALFED expects that the
regulatory assurances provided during the first 4 years of Stage 1 will be extended throughout Stage l. Early in
Stage 1, CALFED will develop rules for storing, conveying, and borrowing EWA water. At the same time,
CALFED will develop an accounting process to track EWA water. Like other parts of the CALFED Program,
the EWA will be adaptively managed as experience is gained with its use and effectiveness. In the future, the EWA
may gain additional assets as new facilities are implemented or operational changes are made. How the EWA will
share in these will be determined as these are developed.

3.7    The Preferred Program Alternative

PH2:3.7-1

Many elements of the Preferred Program Alternative offer improvements in water supply and water delivery,
including water use efficiency (water conservation and water recycling) and water transfers.

PH2:3.7-2

The Preferred Program Alternative is expected to include an EWA and a decision regarding new or expanded
surface storage as well as conjunctive use.

PH2:3.7-3

The nine actions cited by the commentor all continue to be developed, and most will be completed by the time
of the ROD.

PH2:3.7-4

Some of the linkages are not appropriate for ecosystem restoration because they apply specifically to storage
(conduct an Integrated Storage Investigation, monitor and model groundwater). Other linkages are related to
CWA Section 404 permitting for new storage (commitment in pursuing alternatives to new storage). Where
linkages are appropriate, they will apply to ecosystem restoration just as they do to storage (comply with
environmental review and permitting requirements).

PH2:3.7-5

Please see common response 16. It definitely is not the intent of CALFED to set a water quality constraint for
the purpose of ensuring construction of the isolated facility. The bromide and TOC target is to provide a goal for
public health protection. CALFED will also investigate providing an equivalent level of public heath protection
using a cost-effective combination of alternative sources of water and water operations, source control, and
alternative treatment technologies. For example, investigation of ozone as part of the treatment technology may
reduce the concern over bromide concentrations. Many questions remain to be answered concem.ing health effects
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of constituents found in Delta effectiveness of control and effectiveness ofwaters, actions,feasibilitysource cost

advanced treatment technologies, and ability to comply with future drinking water regulations. Consequently,
determining whether existing through-Delta conveyance will be an adequate solution to the problems associated

using as a source drinking water presently cannot Therefore, CALFEDwith the Delta of bedone. will
simultaneously proceed with evaluation of a screened diversion facility on the Sacramento River. The water
quality objectives do not predispose toward or against hcilities but preserve the option if the problems cannot
be solved otherthrough approaches.

PH2:3.7-6

Prescriptive standards, such as those governing X2, are expected to remain a part of Bay-Delta water management,
in combination with more flexible operations. A change in the X2 standard would be made only if the same or
greater protection at a water cost.levelof couldbeachieved lower

4.1    Stage 1 Actions

PH2:4.1-1

improvements, including actions to water access to waterSouthDeka barriersand other maintain levels
supplies, are included in the first stage of CALFED implementation.

PH2:4.1-2

The Preferred Program Alternative presents actions that will take 30 years or more to implement. The greatest
specificity is provided Stage 1 actions because their implementation is imminent. Subsequent actions will befor
guided by adaptive management--what we learn from initial implementation.

PH2:4.1-3

CALFED has identified actions to be implemented during Stage 1, the first 7 years of implementation, and a more
specific list of actions to be implemented during Stage la, the first 2 years of implementation. Additional
specificity will be developed with input from public fora, such as meetings of the CALFED Policy Group.

PH2:4.1-4

It is essential that balanced progress be made in all program areas. Actions for Stage 1 of implementation (the first
7 years) and Stage la (the first 2 years) provide for balanced implementation. Language in Proposition 204 also
provides linkage that progress will occur in all areas. Other linkages may be developed that bind Program elements
together, such as agreements among implementing agencies.

PH2:4.1-5

Increasing the permitted Banks pumping capacity is part of the Preferred Program Alternative. Based on existing
Deka channel configurations, CALFED staff believes that the permitted capacity could be increased to 8,500 cfs
immediately following the ROD. Increasing permitted pumping capacity to the full 10,300 cfs will require
modifications to channels, construction of a new screened intake, and other actions (such as flow barriers and
dredging and emending diversions) that could take longer than Stage 1 to complete. The main benefit of these
actions is increased system flexibility, which can further be increased with the JPD and an intertie between the
CVP and SWP. Reclamation already has petitioned the SWRCB to allow the J-PD, and determining the feasibility
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and conducting an environmental study of interties are priorities of Stage 1 implementation. Increasing the
permitted pumping capacity of the SWP does not affect senior upstream water rights. Permit conditions and
operational constraints associated with increased pumping capacity will be determined at the time permits are
issued. It is expected that operations will need to conform to conditions and constraints that include Corps permit
conditions, Delta water quality standards that state and federal water projects bear some responsibility to meet,
Delta export/inflow standards, ESA constraints such as take limits, and export curtailments under the Vernalis
Adaptive Management Plan.

PH2:4.1-6

The CALFED plan for Stage 1 includes actions that will improve source water quality and water supply
reliability. Additional detail is contained in the Implementation Plan.

PH2:4.1-7

South Delta improvements, including establishment of a JPD for the SWP and the CVP, permits to use full SWP
pumping capacity of 10,300 cfs, and other actions, are proposed for implementation in Stage 1. Full project-specific
evaluation under NEPA and CEQA, including opportunities for public comment, will occur for these and any
other CALFED projects as required by law before implementation can proceed.

PH2:4.1-8

Watersheds, water use efficiency, ecosystem restoration, and local water quality improvement are all activities that
have already received funding under early implementation of are proposed for early action during Stage 1
implementation.

PH2:4.1-9

CALFED Stage 1 actions provide for an evaluation of this flow circulation. (please see %outh Delta
Improvements" in the Phase II Report) However, CALFED anticipates that the evaluation will require at least
2 years to complete.

PH2:4.1-10

CALFED Stage 1 actions provide for an evaluation of this flow circulation (please see "South Delta
Improvements" in the Phase II Report).

PH2:4.1-11

Please see the Phase lT Report for Stage 1 actions during the first 7 years of the Program. Please also see common
response 14.

PH2-4.1-12

The Phase II Report discusses CALFED’s plan for Stage 1 (approximately the first 7 years of implementation),
which includes development of locally managed groundwater and conjunctive use projects with a total of 500 TAF
to 1 MAF of additional capacity.
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a programmatic document, no specific projects orparticipation yetGiventhattheEIS/EIRis local have been
identified. This identification will require additional work to develop partnerships with local entities. While
CALFED has not identified specific projects, the Phase II Report includes a list that shows local requests for
CALFED This list includes in San Please also 1.potentialgrants. projects JoaquinCounty. seeconllTlOn response

PH2-4.1-13

The section of the CMARP referred to in the comment is a conceptual model of how monitoring and research
could contribute to overall understanding of groundwater. CALFED plans to conduct feasibility studies and to
identify sponsors groundwater projectsStage 1A. see 3.0. Implementationlocal of in Please Section the Plan.
The Phase II Report (please see "Storage") identifies CALFED’s plan for baseline monitoring and modeling during
Stage 1. In addition, the Financing Plan in the June 1999 Revised Phase II Report identifies plans for $300 million
investment in studies and 1. See the Phase II for revisedgroundwater implementationduringStage Report budget
amounts.

PH2-4.1-14

CALFED does not yet know how effective the diversion facility on the Sacramento River will be. The Stage 1
actions for the north Delta include and evaluation of screened diversion thestudy a structure Sacramentoon

River. The overall objective of improving water supply reliability does not include commitments for systemwide
water targets or specific water deliveries to any water district or region. CALFED is looking to increase the
flexibility delivering water through theHowever, overall objective of improving water supplyof Delta. the

reliability does not include commitments for systemwide water targets or specific water deliveries to any water
district or region. CALFED acknowledges the CCWD principles and will consider them as evaluations are refined

future. Any site-specific investigations in-Delta storage will need to include thorough evaluationthe of of

potential water impacts, including disinfection by-product precursors and other contaminants. Future site-specific
evaluations, environmental review processes, and permit applications will be coordinated under CALFED’s
Integrated Storage Investigation.

PH2-4.1-15

Based on existing Delta channel configurations, CALFED staff believes that the permitted capacity could be
increased to 8,500 cfs immediately following the ROD, but complete operating conditions may take a few years
to develop. Increasing permitted pumping capacity to the full 10,300 cfs will require modifications to channels
and other actions (such as flow barriers or extensive dredging) that could take longer than Stage 1 to complete.
CALFED is in the process of refining its Water Management Strategy. However, the overall objective of
improving water supply reliability does not include commitments for systemwide water targets or specific water
deliveries to any water district or region. CALFED is looking to increase the flexibility of delivering water
through the Delta.

PH2:4.1-16

State and federal officials agreed in December 1999 to extend the 1994 Bay-Delta Accord until state and federal
approval of the CALFED Program’s Final Programmatic EIS/EIR, but no later than September 15, 2000. The
Accord established the primary framework for the CALFED Program. The ROD, certification, and
accompanying documents are expected to replace the Accord.
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PH2:4.1-17

CALFED has included implementation of the JPD as an initial action for Stage 1 implementation and is
committed to this important operational change.

4.2 Governance Plan

PH2:4.2-1

Currently, an Operations Group deliberates on Delta operations. It is expected that this or a similar forum would
exist under long-term Program implementation.

PH2:4.2-2

Decisions on some aspects, such as long-term governance, may not be completed by the ROD because decisions
will be made by legislative entities, outside the CALFED agencies.

PH~:4.2-3

Balanced implementation is a key function for a CALFED oversight entity. Interim and long-term governance
plans include provisions for balanced stakeholder and agency input.

PH2:4.2-4

CALFED is developing a governance plan, including a balanced oversight entity and a chief scientist, that will
assure objective and public policy deliberations that are guided by credible science.

PH2:4.2-5

The current proposal for CALFED governance includes an oversight entity, which would help to ensure that all
Program elements are properly coordinated.

PH2:4.2-6

A CALFED governance structure, including an oversight entity such as a commission, currently is being
developed. An important function of the governance structure and oversight entity will be to maintain continuity
of policy through a permanent staff and commission with stable membership.

PH2:4.2-7

CALFED agrees that the public and interested stakeholders should participate in the CALFED decision-making
process. Under the current structure, many processes are in place to provide for public involvement in the
CALFED Program. In addition to the Federal Advisory Council Act (FACA) advisory group, stakeholders and
the general public can participate in decisions through the Ecosystem Roundtable, Drinking Water Council, and
numerous other work groups and technical teams. To increase public participation in the decision-making process,
CALFED agencies are proposing the creation of a new commission with state, federal, tribal, and public members.
This change would require state and federal legislation. Until legislation is passed, final decisions related to
CALFED programs will continue to rest with the individual agency in which the program and fimding has been

CALFED Phase H Report PH2-42 Response to Comments, Volume H
I

C--028202
(3-028202



legally assigned, current legal structure, agencies as a groupnot authority overUnderthe theCALFED do have
programs or funding, or the authority to make final decisions.

PH2:4.2-8

CALFED agrees that the interim structure is inadequate for long-term Program implementation. CALFED
agencies are proposing a new state, federal, tribal, public tothe creationof commissionwith and members
coordinate and provide Program direction over all CALFED actions. In the interim and under a new commission,
It is considered appropriate to rely on existing state and federal agencies to implement many of the CALFED

agency necessary program project management expertise.actionswherethe hasthe and

4.3 Financing Plan

PH2:4.3-1

CALFED has of "beneficiaries different of the will be foradopted principle pay."Thus,a parts Program paid by
different entities. Water users will pay for improvements in water supply reliability, while all Californians will
be asked to help pay for ecosystem restoration. Benefits such as flood control also benefit everyone, because flood

protects public as as private resources. Program more likely to tocontrol well The isfar succeedif thoseasked
pay can recognize benefits for themselves. Please see common response 9.

PH2:4.3-2

Please see common response 9.

PH2:4.3-3

Funding amounts in Phase lI Report for Program as ecosystem restorationwaterincluded the elementssuch and

use efficiency include substantial implementation of actions. Costs for surface storage include only planning and
feasibility as part of the Integrated Storage Investigation. Implementation costs are not included and would be
substantially more than the amount shown. Figures in the Phase II Report are thus not comparable to one
another.

PH2:4.3-4

A preliminary estimate of costs for Stage 1 implementation is included under "Financing Plan" in the Phase II
Report. This cost estimate will be refined over time. CALFED has adopted a principle of "beneficiaries pay"
rather than trying to identify responsible parties for all the problems of the Bay-Delta system. It is not always
possible to identify the cause of Bay-Delta problems or the responsible parties. Many of the problems in the
system can be traced to activity that occurred more than a century ago, as a result of mining practices or other
activity. For these problems, there is no longer a responsible party to charge for Program costs.

PH2:4.3-5

Urban users can usually afford to pay more for water than agricultural users, but this does not mean that
agriculture be eliminated. First, since agriculture uses more than 80% of California’s developed water supply,will

it is clear that urban users could not completely displace agricultural users unless the state’s population increased
five-fold. Second, where agricultural users have water rights, their reasonable and beneficial uses are protected

they to transfer some of their water. In the many situations throughout California whereunless choose
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agricultural water delivery systems have long since been paid for, agricultural users enjoy very low water rates.
In the case of new or expanded surface storage, it is appropriate for beneficiaries to pay the full cost of new water
supplies. Otherwise, they might demand more water and cause greater environmental degradation. In addition,
if beneficiaries do not pay the full cost of the water, they would not be inclined to implement water use efficiency
measures that would otherwise be cost effective for them.

PH2:4.3-6

Please also see common response 20.

The CALFED Program has been developed wkh an unprecedented level of local public input. Every aspect of
the CALFED Program will be coordinated closely with elected officials or their appointees. CALFED is guided
by a solution principle stating that soi~itions will not solve problems in the Bay-Delta system by redirecting
significant impacts, when viewed in their entirety, within the Bay-Deka or to other regions of California. Some
may pay more than others for implementation of the CALFED Program, but only commensurate to the benefits
received. The CALFED policy of "beneficiaries pay" and the solution principle of no significant redirected
impacts are intended to assure fairness to every region of California, even though some decisions on water and
environmental policy must be made through the democratic process at the state or national level.

4.5    Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment, and Research Program

PH2:4.5-1

The CMARP, including its chief scientist, are intended to guide the Program using sound scientific principles.

PH2:4.5-2

CALFED has developed a CMARP that describes the role of scientific monitoring and adaptive management in
CALFED Program implementation.

4.6 Adaptive Management

PH2:4.6-1

The concept of adaptive management is introduced in the Phase II Report. There is a longer discussion of adaptive
management in the Strategic Plan. These documents contain an appropriate level of detail for a programmatic
document.

PH2:4.6-2
I

Adaptive management is described in the Phase II Report and in the Strategic Plan. Adaptive management is also
inherent in the structure of the CALFED Program. The CMARP will play an integral part in the implementation¯
and adaptive management of each Program element by monitoring the results of program implementation and
assessing the program’s success and effectiveness. This assessment will form the basis of adaptive management,
alerting the public and decision makers of success and failure so that appropriate program modifications can be¯
made throughout implementation. The CALFED Water Management Strategy is intended to be a long-term
decision-making framework for evaluating the success of implementation efforts and for selecting additional tools
needed to achieve CALFED objectives. Substantial evaluation of alternative water management alternatives, or¯

CALFED Phase H Report PH2-44 Response to Comments, Volume 11

C--028204
(3-028204



I tools, has been conducted inform decisions. Please Economic Evaluation Waterto help implementation ofsee

Management Alternatives, Screening Analysis and Scenario Development, October 1999.

i Regulatory Compliance5.

PH2:5-1
I

L inkages between storage and water use efficiency or transfers should be structured in a way that prompts water
use efficiency measures where they are appropriate and feasible, not as universal requirements. Please also seeI common response2.

5.1    Multi-Species Conservation Strategy

PH2:5.1-1

I CALFED is committed with the federal and ESAs and the California Naturalcomplianceto state Community
Conservation Planning Act. Water supply reliability and ecosystem health are not incompatible.

i PH2:5.1-2

The MSCS provides a framework for compliance with laws such as the state and federal ESAs. This will provideI a measure certainty implementation occur anticipated program provided.of that will and benefits be

5.3 Clean Water Act Section 404I
PH2:5.3-1

I Corps working agencies to a understanding (MOL0 regardingThe is with other CALFED memorandumof

the CWA Section 404 permitting process. The MOU will provide a mechanism for integrating information
developed at the programmatic level into site-specific decisions on Section 404 permits. The MOU will documentI commitments to pursuing (for example, water conservationrecycling) to storage.the alternatives and

i
PH2:5.3-2

Water management alternatives such as water conservation and recycling will be implemented gradually over time
as urban areas expand and new customers for recycled water are identified. It would not be necessary to achieve

I specific acre-foot targets or implement measures for a specified number of years before planning for storage could
proceed. Planning for new or expanded storage will commence immediately. Before a storage project could be
permitted, it would be necessary to demonstrate that: (1) institutional mechanisms are in place to support water

I management alternatives, (2) there are assurances of continued implementation and continued funding, and
(3) there is demonstrated willingness for beneficiaries to pay the cost of new supplies. The agreement on
programmatic compliance with the CWA Section 404 now being prepared by the CALFED agencies takes this

I approach.

i PH2:5.3-3

The agreement on programmatic compliance with the CWA Section 404 now being prepared by CALFED
agencies draws a distinction between new surface storage for water supply reliability and storage for other

I purposes, such as water quality. If other water management tools such as water conservation cannot achieve the

I CALFED Phase 11Report PHl-45 Response to Comments, Volume 11

C--028205
C-028205



legkimate water quality purpose of a new reservoir, that reservoir should not be conditioned on achievement of
targets for water conservation.

PH2:5.3-4

The Corps must determine that CALFED has selected the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative
(LEDPA) that meets project purposes to issue a permit under the CWA Section 404. The CA_I.FED program
purpose, as described in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, includes improving water supply reliability. The LEDPA
need not include a decrease in Delta exports. CALFED is developing an approach for programmatic compliance
with the CWA Section 404 that will also provide commitments to pursue water management tools such as water
conservation and water recycling.

PH2:5.3-5

An important aspect of the agreement regarding programmatic compliance with ,the CWA Section 404 is a
provision that requires financing provisions assuring that beneficiaries pay the full cost of any water derived from
new or expanded surface storage. Adherence to this "beneficiaries pay" principle, along with provisions for the
implementation of alternatives to surface water storage, will ensure that the CALFED plan is the LEPDA and
that water users are not seeking to develop additional surface water supplies because a subsidy shelters them from
the full cost of the water.
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I WATER QUALITY PROGRAM PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

!
I 1. Introduction

I WQ 1.0.0-1

Participation in the Water Quality Technical Group and various other working groups is open to the public.

I Many scientists, regulators, and other interested parties attend these meetings.

WQ 1.0.0-2

I       The CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED Program) is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state
arid federal agencies with management or regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Deka. Each participating agency

I bears its respective authorities and responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. One primary purpose of
CALFED is to facilitate the collaborative and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as
CALFED resources, to better address the range of problems facing the Bay-Deka.

I CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.

I CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals.

CALFED’s Water Quality Program calls for implementation of a range of tools by participating agencies and

I interested parties to accomplish its goals. These tools include, but are not limited to, voluntary efforts, use of
economic incentives, and exercising regulatory authority by appropriate agencies. The appropriate mix of tools
will vary, depending on the problem, existing activities, and where CALFED’s program can add value.

I CALFED has identified target levels for water quality parameters of concern. These targets represent desirable
in-stream levels of these parameters that will serve as a measurement of success in evaluating the effectiveness of
specific actions. The targets are based on published standards or objectives--either numeric or narrative--endorsed
by regulatory agencies that are charged with enforcement of the standard or objective. For CALFED’s purposes,
these targets are not regulatory but represent levels that the Program is striving to attain through implementation

I of the Water Quality Program.

Dioxin, dioxin-like compounds, and furans have been listed as constituents that impair many parts of San

I Francisco Bay, reaching up to the Delta. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) lists these causes as
resulting from atmospheric pollution. This and other information will be considered to determine whether these
compounds will be added to the Water Quality Program Plan (WQPP). If added, more information would be

I sought before any CALFED actions are proposed to address source control of these compounds.

Program linkages are carried out between program managers in various fashions. The most significant linkage has

I been made by transferring those water quality activities that are directed at ecosystem health to the Ecosystem
Restoration Program.

!
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I
,o,.0.0., I

The goals specified in the WQPP are the goals for the plan and carry no regulatory weight. The proposal made I
to protect high-quality waters is contained in the California Water Code, usually termed "anti-degradation." There ¯
are no proposals in the Water Quality Program to reduce the quality of any ambient water.

,Q,.0.0., I
No actions in the WQPP restrict water uses. Controls of wastewater streams are proposed. I

I

WQ 1.0.0-5

Each individual effort to assess and correct the temporal and geographic extent of a contaminant is preceded andI
followed by monitoring. Baseline monitoring for some constituents may be proposed through the monitoring
and assessment branch of CALFED. I

I
WQ 1.0.0-6

I

Development of numerical standards is the responsibility of regulatory agencies. CALFED has identified targetI
levels for water quality parameters of concern. These targets represent desirable in-stream levels of these
parameters that will serve as a measurement of success in evaluating the effectiveness of specific actions. TheI
targets are based on published standards or objectives--either numeric or narrative--endorsed by regulatory¯
agencies that are charged with enforcement of the standard or objective. For CALFED’s purposes, these targets
are not regulatory, but represent levels that the Program is striving to attain through implementation of the Water¯
Quality Program. Where standards do not exist, or where more restrictive standards are required to meet a goal,
the standards may be proposed through a stakeholder process.

WQ 1.0.0-7 I
While reducing exports will increase water quality in some respects, it will not address the many pollutants that¯
are discharged to our surface waters from various industries and past practices within our state. CALFED has
proposed to address source control measures for many pollutant sources. Reducing exports would significantly
affect California’s economy as other responses to comments will point out. I

I

WQ 1.0.0-8
I

The "report card" will be obtained and used as a reference for staff. CALFED has often referred to other worksI
in progress to maximize the benefit to environmental water quality. Leveraging efforts of others helps to
coordinate effort, prevents duplication of effort, and steers effort in the most effective directions. I

I

WQ 1.0.0-9

Water quality in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta is affected by many factors. Without intervention, some ofI
the factors might not be addressed substantially or in a timely manner. Therefore CALFED is proposing to
address many forms of water quality degradation in order to protect the beneficial uses of the water in the Delta.¯
The WQPP describes, in various levels of detail, the projects that CALFED is proposing to improve water quality.

!
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1.2    Vision

WQ 1.2-1

The ability to measure the effects of CALFED actions does depend on being able to establish initial conditions.
The Drinking Water Quality Constituents Work Group, comprised of technical representatives of stakeholder
organizations and CALFED staff, have been assigned the task of helping guide efforts to define baseline conditions
for drinking water quality. Data collected under the Information Collection Rule should help substantially in
defining conditions for contaminants of potential concern for future action. The product of the work team will
be provided to the Delta Drinking Water Council for evaluation and will serve as the basis for recommendations
to the Bay-Delta Advisory Council (BDAC) and CALFED management. CALFED plans to implement a
comprehensive monitoring and research program to establish water quality baseline conditions in all areas where
CALFED activities may produce water quality effects. Thorough assessments will be performed prior to
implementing actions.

WQ 1.2-2

Preventing water quality pollution at its source is an important element of a multi-barrier approach to protecting
the safety of drinking water supplies from the source to the tap. Seeking continuous improvement in source water
quality by eliminating sources of pollution on an ongoing and progressive basis therefore may be entirely
supportive of protecting public health--but cannot be an end in itself. Source water quality improvement is only
one dement of a comprehensive drinking water protection strategy that should also include treatment and
alternative sources of supply. The CALFED strategy incorporates this concept. The Delta Drinking Water
Council will be asked to provide recommendations for all these areas in fulfilling its mission to advise CALFED
on the most appropriate means of assuring safe drinking water for consumers of water from the Delta. Some have
suggested that the name of the Council be changed to better reflect its broad role to protect the safety of drinking
water supplies taken from the Delta. The Council will be provided the opportunity to consider such suggestions
and to propose a name change for CALFED approval, as deemed appropriate by the Council.

WQ 1.2-3

CALFED is committed to achieving continuous improvement in the quality of the waters of the Bay-Delta estuary
in order to minimize ecological, drinking water, and other water quality problems. As used by CALFED,
"continuous improvement" means a steady, step-wise trend of water quality improvement over the 30-year time
horizon of the Program. The WQPP identifies water quality objectives that are consistent with promoting a
healthy ecosystem in the Bay-Delta and its tributaries, and identifies types of actions that are likely to be helpful
in correcting water quality problems. The CA_LFED water quality objectives to protect ecosystem beneficial uses
were derived through state and federal regulatory processes in which the public has been involved. Key water
quality criteria for CALFED will continue to be developed in a broad, scientifically based, public setting with the
involvement of the appropriate regulatory agencies, as opposed to more narrowly constituted local decision-
making venues.

WQ 1.2-4

The WQPP envisions investment in advanced treatment methods, along with source control and alternative
sources of supply as approaches to protecting the health of persons consuming water from the Delta. The level
of investment in these activities will depend on available resources and on how these investments are apportioned
among the various alternatives. The Delta Drinking Water Council and the BDAC are the primary forums
through which stakeholders can affect these determinations. The CALFED water quality objectives for ecosystem
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beneficial uses have been primarily derived from water quality criteria established by regulatory agencies that are
intended to be sufficiently stringent to fully protect ecological resources. These criteria are evolving as new
scientific findings are made and regulatory standards are revised. CALFED will continue to adopt established
water quality criteria as appropriate to maintain the highest goals for protecting ecosystem functions and the safety
of drinking water supplies taken from the Delta.

wQ 1.2-5

The WQPP includes substantial actions to reduce nonpoint sources of pollution, such as urban stormwater runoff
and agricultural drainage. These actions are intended to significantly reduce water quality degradation from such
agents as MTBE, petroleum products, toxic metals, animal wastes, and pesticides.

WQ 1.2-6

The goal of the Water Quality Program is continuous improvement, not just maintaining the status quo. The
source control actions planned for Stage 1 will certainly reduce inputs of pollutants into Delta waters and will
result in continual improvement in the quality of these waters as the actions proceed, compared to the situation
that would exist in the absence of the program. Depending on what new disinfection and DBP regulations are
adopted, and depending on the success of new treatment technologies and CALFED source control actions, it is
conceivable that treating Delta waters to affordably produce safe drinking water could prove difficult or impossible
in the future in the absence of physical changes to the system. Whether this situation will occur cannot be
predicted at present. For that reason, CALFED intends to apply the principles of adaptive management to take
step-wise actions toward the overall goal of providing good quality water for all uses, including drinking water
supply. The Delta Drinking Water Council is the primary stakeholder venue through which this adaptive process
for drinking water improvement will occur. The Council will be asked to assess the success of water quality
improvement actions and to recommend further actions as necessary to adequately address water quality needs.

WQ 1.2.7

Various sources supply drinking water to communities in the Bay-Delta area, with significant variation in water
quality. The CALFED Program is intended to apply to all municipal users of Delta waters. Accordingly, local
communities experiencing water quality problems will be eligible to apply for funding to improve source water
quality, develop alternate sources of supply, or upgrade treatment plant processes. CALFED recognizes that safe
and palatable drinking water should be available to all users of Delta waters and is committed to helping achieve
this end.

WQ 1.2-8

The Water Quality Program includes actions to address the known water problems of the Bay-Delta estuary.      ¯
Elements of the program address low dissolved oxygen (DO), drinking water quality, mercury, pesticides, salinity,
selenium and other trace elements, turbidity and sedimentation, and toxicity of unknown origin. Actions planned
to address these problems are linked, in recognition that all beneficial uses of Delta waters must be improved      ¯
together if ecosystem, agricultural, recreational, and municipal water supply interests are to be fully addressed.
The Water Quality Program, in turn, is linked to the Water Use Efficiency element of the CALFED Program,
which can provide additional water quality benefits through water conservation and water recycling projects.      ¯
Water quality and water use efficiency actions will be implemented, and their success will be evaluated well in
advance of decisions to create additional storage and/or conveyance facilities.

!
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WQ 1.2-9

There are a number of successful examples of agricultural operations that are geared to minimize negative impacts
on the ecosystem while providing positive ecological benefits such as habitat. Alternative pest management
programs, for example, can reduce toxicity in the waters of the Bay-Delta estuary and can be considered eligible
for CA.LFED participation. Other activities, such as reduction of soil erosion and sediment runoff, will generate
benefits to the Bay-Delta estuary and may also be eligible for CALFED participation. As a stakeholder-driven
process, CALFED places a high priority on developing working partnerships with local interests, such as growers
and local environmental and watershed protection groups. This priority is reflected in the guidelines through
which projects are selected for CALFED participation.

WQ 1.2o10

The source control actions planned for Stage 1 will certainly reduce inputs of pollutants into Delta waters and will
result in continual improvement in the quality of these waters as the actions proceed’, compared to the situation
that would exist in the absence of the Program. Ongoing assessments will be made of the results. Through its
adaptive management process, CALFED will identify the need for additional actions, including evaluation of
storage and conveyance options, to achieve its long-term water quality objectives. Adaptive management will be.accomplished through ongoing participation of interested stakeholders through the Delta Drinking Water Council
and technical teams of CALFED staff and stakeholders that will support the Council.

Among the first tasks the Council will be asked to perform is to consider whether interim and/or long-term
objectives for salinity should be established and to formulate recommendations for CALFED Policy Group
approval.

CALFED has public health protection as its primary drinking water goal. Meeting current and future drinking
water standards, and exceeding these standards where feasible, is the mechanism through which public health
protection will be assured. This goal will be met through cooperative efforts among agencies supplying drinking
water and CALFED to implement measures that will protect the quality of Delta drinking water sources, provide
alternate source waters, and upgrade treatment as required.

WQ 1.2-11

CALFED’s long-term water quality objectives for drinking water include a total organic carbon (TOC)
concentration of 3.0 mg/L and a bromide level of 50 ~g/L, or an equivalent level of public health protection to
be provided by a cost-effective combination of alternate source water, source control, and treatment. This
objective was established to meet the CALFED commitment of providing safe drinking water to users of Delta
supplies. It is true that some CALFED actions, such as ecosystem restoration projects involving wetland creation,
could result in negative impacts on Delta water quality if the impacts were left unmitigated. However, as one of
its solution principles, CALFED is committed to avoid significant redirected impacts of i~s actions. During the
implementation phase of the Program, water quality impacts must be identified, quantified, and documented.
Pilot-scale testing will be required to verify performance predictions, and water quality impacts must be mitigated
to less than significant as a condition of project implementation.

WQ 1.2-12

CALFED is committed to providing good water quality for all beneficial uses, including drinking water.
Maintaining, protecting, and improving good quality drinking water sources is a key element of the Water Quality
Program, as is reflected in the source prevention and source control actions that are planned under the program.
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Together with actions geared toward source replacement and advanced treatment, CALFED source protection
actions will help to ensure that drinking water providers will be capable of producing water that meets current
and future public health protection standards.

1.3    Geographic Scope

WQ 1.3.0-1

The geographic scope is defined in Section 1.3 in the WQPP. The scope of the problem and solution area
incorporate areas that may contribute to the problem and are therefore a part of the solution area, considering
source control. In the case of exported water, the solution area is extended to the areas where water is delivered,
in consideration of end-of-pipe treatment techniques. The CALFED Program is a cooperative, inter-agency effort
of 15 state and federal agencies with management or regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta that was formed
to address the tangle of complex issues that surrounds the Delta. The CALFED Program is a collaborative effort
including representatives of agricultural, urban, environmental, fishery, business, and rural counties who have
contributed to the process. The BDAC, a 34-member federally chartered citizens’ advisory committee, provides
formal comment and advice to the agencies during regularly scheduled public meetings. In addition, the CALFED
process has included members of the public in development of every Program component from ecosystem
restoration to financing. Stakeholders participating in the CALFED process have identified significant concerns
about virtually every component in the Program. CALFED has encouraged and solicited members of the public
to review the material throughout development of the Program.

CALFED does not seek authority above any state or federal agency. Each participating agency bears its respective
authorities and responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. A primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate
the collaborative and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to
better address the range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

WQ 1.3.0-2

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies, with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. A primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the collaborative
and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better address the
range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.
CALFED will work with all entries in support of achieving its water quality goals. CALFED is not attempting
to change area of origin water rights regulation (see common response 13).

The Water Quality Program calls for implementation of a range of tools by participating agencies and interested
parties to accomplish its goals. These tools include, but are not limited to, voluntary efforts, use of economic
incentives, and exercising regulatory authority by appropriate agencies. The appropriate mix of tools will vary,
depending on the problem, existing activities, and where CALFED’s program can add value.

CALFED has identified target levels for water quality parameters of concern. These targets represent desirable
in-stream levels of these parameters that will serve as a measurement of success in evaluating the effectiveness of
specific actions. The targets are based on published standards or objectives--either numeric or narrative--endorsed
by regulatory agencies that are charged with enforcement of the standard or objective. For CALFED’s purposes,
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I these targets are not regulatory, but represent levels that the Program is striving to attain through implementation
of the Water Quality Program.

I The total maximum daily load (TMDL) process, involving the EPA and the State and Regional Water Quality
Control Boards (RWQCBs), is an example of a separate regulatory activity that can influence CALFED Program
objectives. CALFED recommends that interested parties become involved with these regulatory processes, as

I public involvement is incorporated into these processes.

I 1.4    Water Quality Program Actions

WQ 1.4.0-1

I Impacts from urbanization, industrialization, and agriculture have caused and continue to cause significant
degradation of the water quality in the Bay-Deka, which is now listed as an Impaired Water Body. The Water

i Quality Program proposes to improve the water quality throughout the Delta and its tributaries through an
extensive list of projects. We have active projects and proposed projects to reduce pesticide impacts, reduce heavy
metals, eliminate toxicity in Bay-Delta waters, eliminate low DO conditions, reduce sediment and nutrient loading,
reduce selenium and salinity loading, and improve drinking water quality through source control and improvedI treatment technology. Elimination or reduction of any industry is proposed as a final source control measure
when other measures fail to achieve the goals of the program.

I WQ 1.4.0-2

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
I regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and

responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. A primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the collaborative
and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better address the

I range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
I recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.

CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals.

I The Water Quality Program calls for implementation of a range of tools by participating agencies and interested
parties to accomplish its goals. These tools include, but are not limited to, voluntary efforts, use of economic

I incentives, and exercising regulatory authority by appropriate agencies. The appropriate mix of tools will vary,
depending on the problem, existing activities, and where CALFED’s program can add value.

i CALFED has identkfied target levels for water quality parameters of concern. These targets represent desirable
in-stream levels of these parameters that will serve as a measurement of success in evaluating the effectiveness of
specific actions. The targets are based on published standards or objectives--either numeric Or narrative--endorsed

i by regulatory agencies that are charged with enforcement of the standard or objective. For CALFED’s purposes,
these targets are not regulatory, but represent levels that the Program is striving to attain through implementation
of the Water QuaLity Program.

WQ 1.4.0-3

While regulatory efforts are a part of the overall CALFED strategy, incentive-based efforts also play significantI roles. The state’s Nonpoint Source (’NPS) Program uses a three-tiered approach: (1) self-determined
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implementation of management measures, (2) regulatory-based incentives to implement management practices,
and (3) effluent limitations and enforcement actions. The NPS Program recognizes that many NPS problems are
best addressed through the self-determined cooperation of stakeholders. However, persistent NPS water quality
problems that are not effectively resolved through self-determined actions will be addressed through regulatory
programs and authorities. CALFED endorses the state’s NPS Program and encourages its implementation, as well
as other actions to augment its effectiveness. In some areas, studies are required to determine the most cost-
effective method of solution prior to endorsement of an implementation program that includes these methods.
Failure to identify cost-effective solutions would result in limited application of the solution.

WQ 1.4.0-4

CALFED is participating with regulatory agencies in the development of TMDLs and the implementation plans
associated with the TMDLs. The implementation plans will contain measures by which the TMDL can be
incorporated into the industry responsible for a portion of the pollutant reduction. CALFED is not a regulatory
agency and does not assume regulatory authority to develop a TMDL. CALFED participates in gathering source
identification information and environmental fate data, and investigating source control measures. Schedules for
adopting TMDLs and associated source control measures are negotiated with CALFED regulatory agencies.

WQ 1.4.0-5

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. A primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the collaborative
and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better address the
range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.
CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals. CALFED actions in no way
usurp the authorities of any regulatory or planning agency.

The Water Quality Program calls for implementation of a range of tools by participating agencies and interested
parties to accomplish its goals. These tools include, but are not limited to, voluntary efforts, use of economic
incentives, and exercising regulatory authority by appropriate agencies. The appropriate mix of tools will vary,
depending on the problem, existing activities, and where CALFED’s program can add value.

CALFED has identified target levels for water quality parameters of concern. These targets represent desirable
in-stream levels of these parameters that will serve as a measurement of success in evaluating the effectiveness of
specific actions. The targets are based on published standards or objectives--either numeric or narrative--endorsed
by regulatory agencies that are charged with enforcement of the standard or objective. For CALFED’s purposes,
these targets are not regulatory but represent levels that the Program is striving to attain through implementation
of the Water Quality Program.

WQ 1.4.0-6

CALFED is committed to working with stakeholders in order to develop the most reasonable approaches to
problem solution as possible. While source control is a component of the strategy, CALFED is not limited to this
solution. Where appropriate, CALFED will recommend consortium solutions that may include regional
watershed efforts, pollutant trading, and public education.
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WQ 1.4.0-7

Thank you for the contact names. We have worked with some of the contacts you suggest. The RWQCB and
the San Francisco Bay Institute have been active in the CALFED process. We will add the remainder of the names
to our contact list, and we will send them invitations to participate in stakeholder meetings.

WQ 1.4.0-8

CALFED is producing separate efforts at resolving different water quality problems within the San Joaquin River.
The WQPP has addressed each of those problems in its separate chapters, on a programmatic level. More specific
actions will be developed with stakeholder groups for individual impairment issues.

WQ 1.4.0-9

Proponents of the new developments will need to meet environmental compliance to prevent degradation of
surface waters, among other requirements. CALFED will participate with local agencies to develop and
implement management practices that will prevent degradation of surface water from existing and proposed
developments. CALFED has already funded some research in pesticide reduction in urban streams.

WQ 1.4.0-10

Typically, water use efficiency measures would reduce the dilution of wastewater coming from homes and industry
by small amounts. The net effect is similar to an aggressive inflow and infiltration correction project. The reduced
hydraulic load would not affect how well the wastewater is treated. In this case, there should be no change in
treatment system, either operation or facility. Changing the standard to which the wastewater is treated to meet
a newly imposed standard is a different situation. The question becomes who will benefit from the changes and
who is imposing the changes. The imposition of changes from entities other than CALFED should be negotiated
with those agencies. CALFED is not a regulatory agency and proposes to make changes through incentives.
Participation in the Program is on a voluntary basis.

WQ 1.4.0-11

Much of the changes proposed for the south Delta include permanent, operable barriers to capture water brought
in with natural tidal fluctuations. Construction of barriers as a specific project of the CALFED Program will
require a project-specific EIS/EIR to be completed before any of the proposed permanent, operable barriers could
be built. In this environmental document, the effects of the barriers and the proposed mitigation will need to be
spelled out. Individual effects of the project, as well as cumulative effects of the Program, will be studied to
determine impacts. If the City of Tracy’s discharge requirements are affected, mitigation must be proposed. Your
comment has been brought to the attention of the work groups responsible for addressing the barriers.

WQ 1.4.0-12

Change from natural lands or even range lands to urban or industrial land uses has the potential to increase waste
loads, from point or nonpoint sources. In many of the urban areas in California, increases are noted in the
nonpoint discharge of pesticides, trace metals, nutrients, and turbidity. In the event that urban growth produces
such increases, CALFED proposes development and implementation of control programs. These programs are
intended to assist agencies that may be required to meet stormwater regulations. Information gathered through
such a program may assist municipalities in selecting cost-effective, reasonable solutions to national regulatory
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programs. Implementation of the control programs is seen as voluntary or incentive based. CALFED is not a
regulatory agency and does not seek to change state or federal regulatory authority.

WQ 1.4.0-13    I

Pollutant sources are described in more detail in the WQPP. In some cases, it is difficult to sort out the natural
and anthropogenic sources of a pollutant. This is true for salinity, turbidity, and other constituents that cause
depletion of DO in the San Joaquin River. Further research is being conducted on identifying these sources. It
is expected that work will proceed on reducing the effects of these pollutants on the river and uses of the water.

1.4.2 Background

WQ 1.4.2-1

Sufficient data do not exist to enable a complete determination of the effects of imported irrigation supplies on
the quality of the San Joaquin River. Based on flow and electrical conductivity (specific conductance)
measurements at the intake of the Delta-Mendota Canal (DMC) and on the San Joaquin River near Vernalis, a
preliminary estimate is that about 80 percent of the salt load at Vernalis could be accounted for by the salt load
entering the DMC, during the period of January 1990 through September 1996. Because this amount was
estimated using limited data collected during an unusually dry period, the estimate may not represent normal
conditions; however, it seems clear that a substantial portion of the salt load in the San Joaquin River comes from
salt in the imported water.

WQ 1.4.2-2

The table has been corrected to indicate low DO, rather than dissolved solids. Mercury in the San Joaquin River
is not checked on the table because (1) mercury in the San Joaquin River is not among the list of constituents
impairing the quality of San Joaquin River water and the service areas, and (2) no actions to address mercury in
the San Joaquin River are currently planned in these areas.

WQ 1.4.2-3

Water quality ~roblems associated with these parameters have been identified by the State in accordance with the
federal Clean Water Act (CWA). The Program used existing information from the CWA Section 303(d) list of
impaired water bodies for California to identify the locations of beneficial use impairments associated with
parameters of concern. The Section 303(d) list identifies water bodies with impaired beneficial uses, the parameters
of concern within each water body that are thought to be responsible for the impairment, and the likely sources
of the parameters of concern. Appendix B in the WQPP contains a list of the impaired water bodies within the
Water Quality Program’s geographic focus that were identified by the State in 1998, in accordance with the CWA
Section 303(d). In May 1999, EPA made changes to the list that have been incorporated into Appendix B in the
WQPP. A list of other documents used to support development of project actions and some drinking water
impairment description have been included in Appendix F in the WQPP.

WQ 1.4.2-4

The concern about habitat restoration in areas with known high concentrations of methyl mercury has been
brought to the attention of the Ecosystem Restoration Program and its stakeholders. The Ecosystem Restoration
Program has multiple studies in development to address this and other issues related to mercury. To date, no
habitat has been constructed in zones that have been shown to be high in methyl mercury. Corrective actions
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to remove some mercury are proposed in the years the program. Other studies are proposed to addressfirst few of

concerns over toxicity and biological impacts of several contaminants of concern.

1.5    Pre-Feasibility Analysis

WQ 1.5-2

The goal of the CALFED Program is to reduce conflicts over water supply reliability, water supply system
integrity, water quality, and ecosystem health in the Bay-Delta estuary. Program plans in each of these areas
provide a blueprint for actions that will reduce conflict in the system. ~t is true that the CALFED ProgramwilX

not resolve alX problems associated with quantity, quality, and reliability of water supplies throughout
CaLifornia--especially as the population of the state continues to grow rapidly. The CALFED Program is intended
to improve the quality of municipal water supplies taken from the Delta to extent consistent with ecosystem,the
agricultural, recreational, and other uses of Delta waters. Because the Program will fall short of solving all
drinking water quality problems, it probably will not result in solutions that eliminate the need for any future
investments on the part of drinking water to continue protecting public health.utilities

2.1    Summary

WQ 2.1.0-1

The San Joaquin River experiences dissolved oxygen depression (low DO) in late summer and early fall each year.
The DO problem is significant and is believed to cause a blockage to migrating salmon. The parties assembled to
work on the problem have limited budgets. Therefore, CALFED identified the low DO situation in the San
Joaquin River as a significant need and has awarded a grant for source identification. CALFED is working closely
with the stakeholders involved in solving the problem

2.2    Problem Statement

WQ 2.2.0-1

The sentence is supposed to read: "Low DO impairs or blocks fish migration; kRls aquatic organisms, including
fish; creates odors; and impairs fish reproduction and juvenile rearing." The change has been made in Section 2.2
in the WQPP.

WQ 2.2.0-2

The citation is The Central Valley RWQCB Control Board, Water Quality Control Plan, 4th Edition, dated
September 1, 1998.

WQ 2.2-1

The recommended made in thechangeshavebeen WQPP.

I
!
i
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I
2.4.1 Problem Description I

WQ 2.4.1-1
I

CALFED acknowledges the investments already made by various agencies to resolve problems associated with
reduced DO in the lower San Joaquin River. CALFED is committed to continuing support of the San JoaquinI
River Dissolved Oxygen Steering Committee in development of a TMDL for DO in the river. CALFED also
acknowledges that the causes of the DO problem are complex and that no single action is likely to solve the
problem. The WQPP has been revised to make this point more accurately. CALFED welcomes stakeholder¯
participation in developing a more complete understanding of the problems and their solutions, which may include
combinations of source control, flow enhancement, redirection of flows, and other approaches. CALFED is
pleased to participate in working groups such as the Dissolved Oxygen Steering Committee and the committee¯
planning for a barrier at the head of Old River. The participation of interested parties is welcomed by CALFED.

WQ 2.4.1-2 I
CALFED has performed extensive mathematical modeling to predict the water quality consequences of the
CALFED Program, and continues performing this work, with extensive stakeholder involvement, as the Program¯
evolves and additional project detail is developed. The results of completed work are publicly available, and will
continue to be made available. Stakeholders will continue to be invited to public workshops and other venues
through which they may participate in these developments. If the publicly available information is inadequate¯
to answer technical questions, stakeholders are encouraged to contact the responsible CALFED Program Manager.
The CALFED internet site (http://calfed.ca.gov/) contains results of completed studies and lists contact
information for Program staff. I

I

WQ 2.4.1.3

It is true that low DO conditions are a seasonal problem in some portions of the Delta. Presently, it is believedI
that the cause for the dramatic shift from acceptable levels of oxygen in the San Joaquin River to very low levels
is a number of inter-related factors, including high nutrient loads from multiple sources along the San Joaquin¯
River, algal growth and respiration, channel flows, tides, and channel geometry. Stagnation of flow in the vicinity
of Stockton due to the combined effects of tides, low flow, and a sudden expansion of the river channel cross
section where it meets the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel exacerbate the effects of poor water quality on DO.¯
When the temporary barriers in the south Delta are closed (head of Old River and/or three agricultural supply
barriers) more flow is shunted down the San Joaquin River. The increased flow improves DO levels in the lower
San Joaquin River during low-flow periods. A project-specific EIS/EIR will be completed before any of the¯
proposed permanent operable barriers could be built. In this environmental document, the effects of the
permanent operable barriers and the proposed mitigation will need to be spelled out. Your comment has been
brought to the attention of the work groups responsible for addressing the barriers.

I
I

WQ 2.4.1-4

CALFED is participating in the process by providing funding for source identification and cause determination,I
funding facilitation for technical group meetings, and participating in steering committee meetings. CALFED is
participating as a technical and funding partner. CALFED does not drive any of the decision making. If the¯
activities of the steering committee were to depart from credible fact-finding and implementation methods,
CALFED staff would not recommend further funding.

!
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WQ 2.4.1-5

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP. The tributaries referred to in this paragraph are the
tributaries mentioned earlier, Little Johns Creek, Lone Tree Creek, and Temple Creek. These are predominantly
urban drainage creeks that receive urban irrigation water and storm flow. A representative of the DeltaKeeper
organization has stated that these creeks (and perhaps other as well) have very low DO during various times of
the year. The oxygen-depleted water entering the river from these tributaries would exacerbate the current low
DO conditions.

2.4.2 Approach to Solution

WQ 2.4.2-1

Section 2.4.2 in the WQPP has been modified under "San Joaquin River near Stockton" to include the most recent
information on the progress of the study.

2.5.1 Problem Description

WQ 2.5.1-1

CALFED is not yet participating in the process. The role of CALFED will remain the same as described in
response WQ 2.4.1-2.

2.6.1 Problem Description

WQ 2.6.1-1

CALFED is not yet participating in the process. The role of CALFED will remain the same as described in
response WQ 2.4.1-2.

2.7.1 Problem Description

WQ 2.7.1-1

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

2.7.2 Approach to Solution

WQ 2.7.2-1

CALFED has invested in a stakeholder group to solve the low DO problem in the San Joaquin River. The group
was formed by the RWQCB to prepare a TMDL for constituents that cause the low DO conditions in the river.
CALFED has been supportive of the process and intends to coordinate with the RWQCB in devloping the
implementation plan for the TMDL.

WQ 2.7.2-2

DO is an essential part of aquatic ecosystems. DO in the San Joaquin River has experienced significant depressions
over the years. CALFED has invested in a stakeholder group to solve the low DO problem in the San Joaquin
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River. The group was formed by the RWQCB to prepare a TMDL for constituents that cause the low DO
conditions in the river. CALFED has been supportive of the process and intends to coordinate with the RWQCB
in the development of the implementation plan for the Tlv£DL. While flow plays a role in increasing the DO in
the San Joaquin River, it is suspected that flow is not the sole cause. As is the case in salinity, more flow in the
river reduces the in-stream problem but does little to correct the actual cause of the problem. Use of barriers and
purchase of water for this purpose may result in significant adverse impacts on other parties. The stakeholder
group and CALFED are committed to finding sources and causes, after which a corrective action plan will be
proposed.

WQ 2.7.2-3

The sentence under "Existing Activities" in Section 2.7.2 in the WQPP inaccurately characterizes the Tuolumne
River Technical Advisory Committee work. This sentence has been revised in the WQPP as follows:

"The Tuolumne River Technical Advisory Committee currently is funding work using a field technique that
measures inter-substrate permeability."

3. Drinking Water

WQ 3.0-1

Source control is a key element in CALFED’s water quality improvement strategy. Specific pollution prevention
actions can be found in Table 3 ("Early Implementation Actions") and Table 4 ("Stage 1 Actions") in
the June 1999 WQPP. The Implementation Plan contains similar information. Also see response WQ 12.0.

An evaluation of existing data by a group of technical specialists identified 26 parameters of concern (see
Table 5.3.1 on page 5.3-10 in the June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR). Dioxin was not considered a parameter
of concern.

Both have been addressed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR and in the WQPP. Also see common response 14.

The Water Quality Program will reduce the discharge of contaminants to waterways in the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River watersheds, which will reduce the concentration of contaminants at the drinking water pumps. An
improvement at the pumps will result in an improvement at the tap. To provide safe water at the consumer’s tap,
water agencies obtain source water of varying quality and then treat it as necessary to meet drinking water
standards. Because the Delta is not a pristine source, water drawn from the Delta currently is treated, and always
will need to be treated, before it is supplied to consumers. The value of the Water Quality Program is that it may
reduce the mass of contaminants that must be removed at the treatment plant. Also see response WQ 12.0. Also
see common response 9.

CALFED has no authority to establish water quality criteria or standards and must rely on entities wkh regulatory
authority to establish and update water quality objectives that will protect ecosystem and other beneficial uses.
The water quality objectives adopted by CALFED have been developed with appropriate public participation by
those agencies with the necessary statutory responsibility. As these criteria and standards evolve through public
processes, CALFED will modify its water quality objectives to be consistent with legally established criteria.

Providing incentive to stop irrigation of land that would leach pollutants is one management measure. In the case
of marginal lands that are a source of selenium due to irrigation, CA/FED plans to conduct pilot studies of
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integrated management to develop implement source managementon-farm of selenium better control
measures (see paragraph 2, page 12-5 in the June 1999 WQPP). Also see response WQ 12.0.

WQ 3.0-2

Please see common response 16.

WQ 3.0-3

Please see common response 15.

WQ 3.0-4

Please see common response 9.

WQ 3.0-5

Please see common responses 8 and 15.

WQ 3.0-6

Please see common response 15.

WQ 3.0-7

The Preferred Program Alternative will improve the quality of water supplied to the State Water Project (SWP);
therefore, no adverse impacts will result to groundwater bodies recharged with water from the SWP.

WQ 3.0-8

The Preferred Program Alternative will improve the quality of water supplied to the SW’P; therefore, no adverse
impacts will result to water conservation or water recycling programs.

WQ.3.0-9

The Programmatic EIS/EIR acknowledges that the Ecosystem Restoration Program may result in an increase in
dissolved organic carbon (DOC) concentrations in Delta waters. It is expected, however, that the water quality
improvements resulting from the conveyance element of the Preferred Program Alternative will more than offset
any increase in DOC attributable to the Ecosystem Restoration Program. The conveyance improvements are
also expected to reduce bromide concentrations at the export pumps.

!
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3.1    Summary I

WQ 3.1ol
I

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

WQ 3.1-2    I

The terms "salts, ....salinity," and "dissolved salts" were frequently used in preference to the more technically

Icorrect "dissolved solids" to enhance readability for persons who are unfamiliar with water quality terminology
and would not understand the connection of salts to dissolved solids.

3.2    Drinking Water Focus of the Water Quality Program I

WQ 3.2-1

The CALFED drinking water objective is to protect the health of consumers by pursuing measures such as source
control, alternate source waters, and treatment. To fully protect public health, the water must be safe to drink
when it arrives at the taps of consumers. Accordingly, actions that may affect all parts of the system from source
waters, through treatment, to delivery of finished drinking water to consumers, is within the identified scope of
the CALFED Program. The appropriate division of investments among the various approaches must be
determined with the involvement of the stakeholders. The Delta Drinking Water Council and the BDAC are
venues through which public involvement is enabled. CALFED welcomes all interested parties to participate in
helping to determine the most appropriate emphases for correcting drinking water problems associated with Delta
waters.

WQ 3.2-2
I

Depending on what new disinfection and DBP regulations are adopted, and depending on the success of new
treatment technologies and CALFED source control actions, it is conceivable that treating Delta waters to¯
affordably produce safe drinking water could prove difficult or impossible in the future in the absence of physical
changes to the system. Whether this situation will occur cannot be predicted at present. For that reason,
CALFED intends to apply the principles of adaptive management to take step-wise actions toward the overall goal
of providing good quality water for all uses, including drinking water supply. The Delta Drinking Water Council¯
is the primary stakeholder-driven venue through which this adaptive process for drinking water improvement
will occur. In the event that safe drinking water could not be affordably produced through other source control¯
and treatment options, the scope of the CALFED Program allows for consideration of facilities to bring about
the necessary improvements.

WQ 3.2-3 I

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP to clarify that the Section 303(d) list is directed at¯
constituents of ecological importance and does not include all drinking water contaminants of concern. The
WQPP uses the Section 303(d) list that was published in 1998 and updated in 1999.

WQ 3.2-4 I
CALFED recognizes that the willingness of urban water suppliers to contribute to Delta solutions depends on¯
the ability of the CALFED Program to provide water quality and water supply reliability benefits to these
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agencies. Consistent with the principle that beneficiaries pay, CALFED intends to provide benefits to the urban
water agencies that will increase their willingness to contribute to solving the problems and enable investments
to be made to the maximum benefit of the Bay-Delta system.

3.3    Problem Statement

WQ 3.3-1

The recommended change has been made in the WQPP.

3.4 Objective

WQ 3.4.0-1

CALFED proposes to provide good quality water through improving source water quality and other means.
Other methods for drinking water improvement might include treatment technologies. References to continuous
improvement is directed toward drinking water deliveries. The drinking water considerations have been separated
from the ecosystem water quality actions to establish the prominence of drinking water issues and integrate
ecosystem water quality issues with other ecosystem actions. Studies are necessary to determine the degree to
which activities can contribute to the solution.

WQ 3.4.0-2

Stakeholders have recommended establishment of intermediate water quality milestones for salinity in water
diverted from the Delta. Values of 220 mg/L and 150 mg/L total dissolved solids (TDS) have been recommended
as salinity targets. The Delta Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider the need for a salinity target and
may recommend that a target be established by the CALFED Policy Group. The Delta Drinking Water Council
also will be asked to consider the need for a dedicated Water Quality Account to fund drinking water actions.
The Council may recommend to the CALFED Policy Group that such an account be established.

WQ 3.4.0-3

The goal of the Water Quality Program is to provide good-quality water for environmental, agricultural, drinking
water, industrial, and recreational beneficial uses of water. Reducing bromide and TOC levels in export water
would fall under the drinking water category. While many programmatic actions are recommended in upstream
portions of the watershed, not all of these actions are meant to address drinking water quality issues, as your
comment suggests. Many environmental and agricultural water quality issues will be addressed in upstream areas
in the watershed. Actions to reduce bromide and TOC are largely concentrated within the Delta.

3.5.1 Pathogens

WQ 3.5.1-1

Although existing data suggest that pathogen levels in Delta waters may be relatively low in some circumstances,
the available data are very limited, and serious technical weaknesses exist in the methodology that was used to
analyze the samples. The statement has been deleted from the WQPP.

!
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3.5.2 Disinfection By-Products

WQ 3.5.2-1

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP, except the statements about a possible Stage 3, which
is too speculative.

WQ 3.5.2-2

While chlorine is known to produce u~wanted, and potenti£1y harmful, chemical by-products when it is used for
disinfecting drinking water, chlorine is also known to be a very effective agent for protecting against waterborne
disease. Newer technologies, such as ozone and ultrafiltration, hold significant promise for improving the safety
of drinking water both by improving the quality of disinfection and by reducing production of unwanted chemical
by-products. Unfortunately, however, no ideal solution has been developed. While ozone is a strong disinfectant
and reduces some types of chemical by-product formation, it also produces chemical by-products--some of which
may prove to be at least as harmful as those produced by chlorine. Ultrafiltration and nanofiltration are
technologies offering the theoretical possibility of removing harmful constituents while adding nothing, but the
technical feasibility and cost effectiveness of these techniques have not yet been fully demonstrated. Because of
the need to further develop other technologies, it is not yet feasible to discontinue the use of chlorine. Despite
the problems associated with chlorine, it has been used with relative safety since the turn of the last century and
has prevented countless cases of disease. No other disinfection technique has been as well demonstrated.

WQ 3.5.2-3

The WQPP has been changed to clarify this point.

WQ 3.5.2-4

The recommended change has been incorporated into the WQPP.

3.5.3 Treatment Control of Disinfection By-Products

WQ 3.5.3-1

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

wq 3.5.3-2

The recommended changes have been incorporated into the WQPP.

3.5.4 Source Control of Disinfection By-Products

WQ 3.5.4-1

At the current programmatic level of detail, it is not yet clear how all of the various ecosystem restoration actions
will be financed. Until specific project plans (including financing plans) can be formulated, it will not be possible
to answer all questions concerning funding for mitigation measures. Notwithstanding the present inability to
specify how mitigation would be funded, CALFED is committed to adequate investigation of potential negative
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impacts of ecosystem restoration measures and to full mitigation of any such impacts as a condition of projects
moving forward to implementation.

WQ 3.5.4-2

CALFED ecosystem restoration actions may have the potential for degrading water quality, at least over the near
term. The pilot-scale testing, monitoring, and assessment that will accompany each of these actions will determine
whether any negative water quality impacts are occurring. If this should prove to be the case, mitigation measures
will be employedto reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Potential mitigation measures might include
actions such as impounding water to reduce impacts of turbidity and treatment of discharges to remove metals,
organic carbon, and other undesirable constituents.

Wetlands has been added to the sources of organic matter identified on page 3-9 in the June 1999 WQPP.

WQ 3.5.4-3

Implementation of Ecosystem Restoration Program actions has the potential to change land and water use
patterns. The program also could potentially cause impacts such as increased evaporation and increased salinity
levels in some areas and at some times and, possibly, some alteration in the ability to control salinity intrusion
from the ocean. At the current programmatic level of detail, it is not yet possible to define CALFED ecosystem
restoration projects with sufficient clarity to enable a quantitative analysis of salinity effects. Through its adaptive
management process, CALFED will develop and apply analytical tools, such as mathematical modeling, to
thoroughly assess projects as they are developed, to prepare the necessary environmental impact documentation,
and to implement appropriate mitigation measures as a condition of going forward with projects. Examples of
possible mitigation measures might include funding alternative water sources and funding treatment and/or
prevention measures to reduce water quality impacts to a less-thaax-significant level.

WQ 3.5.4-4

CALFED is committed to achieving continuous improvement in the quality of the waters of the Bay-Delta
estuary in order to minimize ecological, drinking water, and other water quality problems. As used by CALFED,
"continuous improvement" means a steady, step-wise trend of water quality improvement over the 30-year time
horizon of the Program. Although short-term fluctuations in water quality will be taken into account in project
planning and will be avoided where possible, it is not feasible to guarantee that no water quality parameter will
be temporarily reduced in quality, as such reductions may prove a necessary sacrifice to secure larger and longer
term water quality benefits.

WQ 3.5.4-5

An improvement in water quality at water supply diversions is one of the goals of the CALFED Program. As
noted in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, implementation of the Preferred Program Alternative would improve water
quality in the Delta, including at the water supply intakes. The improved flow of good-quality water across the
Delta from the Sacramento River would be expected to reduce the DOC content of water withdrawn at the
intakes. The improvement in DOC content may be supplemented or offset by an alteration in DOC
concentration as a consequence of the Ecosystem Restoration Program. (It is not yet known if conversion of
irrigated agriculture to wetlands in the Delta will increase or decrease DOC concentrations.)

!
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WQ 3.5.4-6

The Preferred Program Alternative is expected to lower the salinity of water at the south Deha export pumps
relative to the No Action Alternative. It is expected that the bromine concentration would also be reduced at that
location.

3.5.5 Total Dissolved Solids, Salinity, Turbidity, and Nutrients

WQ 3.5.5-1

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

WQ 3.5.5-2

Stage 1 actions to improve water quality rely primarily on source controls. The CALFED Preferred Program
Alternative indicates that if the Stage 1 actions do not achieve drinking water goals, a screened diversion facility
on the Sacramento River would be built--provided fishery concerns can be satisfactorily addressed.

WQ 3.5.5-3

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

3.6    Approach to Solution

WQ 3.6-1

The June 1999 WQPP listed Stage 1A ("Early Implementation Actions") and Stage 1 actions in Tables 3 and 4,
respectively, along with proposed schedules for completion. These lists were consistent with the water quality
actions listed in the Phase II Report and, with minor exceptions, those in the Implementation Plan. The identified
discrepancies have been corrected in the Implementation Plan. Tables 3 and 4 have been deleted from the WQPP.

WQ 3.6-2

The Programmatic EIS/EIR is intended to establish an overall framework within which detailed project planning
and implementation will go forward. It is therefore appropriate and necessary that such a level of detail is lacking
from the programmatic document. CALFED is committed to the principle of continuous improvement in the
water quality of the Bay-Delta estuary until these waters are of good quality to support all beneficial uses, including
drinking water supply. CALFED is also committed to ongoing stakeholder involvement in planning and
implementing effective water quality improvement actions. CALFED has recently formed a Delta Drinking
Water Council comprised of interested stakeholders including suppliers of drinking water taken from the Delta.
The Council, supported by a committee of stakeholder technical experts and by independent scientists as needed,
will advise CALFED management on implementation of effective drinking water quality actions. The scope of
planned drinking water quality actions is by no means limited to source control, although some source control
actions were given high priority for implementation because they could be rapidly implemented, because
implementation costs can be lower than for more complex actions, and because they are expected to produce
measurable results in terms of reduced loadings of constituents.

Currently proposed CALFED source control actions are likely to be somewhat limited in their capacity to
improve Delta water quality. On the other hand, safe drinking water is presently being produced from the Delta,
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as defined by current ability to meet drinking water standards. If drinking water regulations were to remain
unchanged, it is probable that safe drinking water could continue to be produced from the Deka, even without
CALFED actions. It is not yet clear what level of source water quality improvement will be necessary to meet
CALFED drinking water quality goals, as it cannot now be determined what future standards wRl need to be met,
or what the schedule for needed changes should be. If meeting these needs requires further actions, these are
within the scope of the Program. CALFED’s adaptive management approach is designed to be responsive to
changing needs and conditions, to arrive at solutions that fit future needs. Through its adaptive management
process, the Deka Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider the need for interim water quality milestones
and timetables for action.

WQ 3.6-3

Please see common responses 11 and 12.

WQ 3.6-4

Recent research findings have indicated that young animals are particularly prone to infection by the protozoan
pathogen Crypto~oridium and appear to shed large numbers of organisms into the environment. Adult animals,
by contrast, appear to be much less prone to shed Cryptosporidium. Further research on wild and domestic animals
as sources of pathogens may provide information that can be used to improve source water quality management
and is planned as part of the drinking water quality program. This work will be scoped and planned with the
assistance of stakeholders through the Delta Drinking Water Council and through the Water Quality Constituents
Workgroup, the stakeholder group who provide technical assistance to the Council. The participation of urban,
agricultural, and environmental stakeholders is welcomed.

WQ 3.6-5

(i) Text has been changed in the WQPP.

(ii) See response WQ 3.6-1.

(iii). See response WQ 12.7.5-2.

(iv) The text was not meant to imply that the Municipal Water Quality Investigation (MWQI) was conducting
all the studies Listed. The text has been changed in the WQPP to identify the implementing organizations
with each study.

(v) Text has been added that includes a priority action to better manage dairies and other confined animal
feeding operations.

(vi) Text has been changed; turbidity has been added to TOC as drinking water constituents of concern at the
North Bay Aqueduct (NBA). The Colusa-Tehama reference has been changed to "Tehama-Colusa."

(vii) Text has been changed in the Final WQPP.

WQ 3.6-6

CALFED is committed to developing the drinking water quality program with the continuing assistance and
participation of stakeholders, particularly through the Delta Drinking Water Council and its technical support
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groups of stakeholders. Water quality actions have not yet been developed to the point of making an absolute
commitment to implementation in Stage 1A or Stage 1. Consequently, there is some lack of clarity as to the
difference between planned actions, identification of information needs, and assignment of priorities for action.
Work on developing the actions will proceed at a high pace, consistent with the need for continual involvement
of stakeholders. At the current programmatic level of detail, broad linkages among Program elements have been
identified, such as potential negative impacts of ecosystem restoration actions on drinking water quality. It is true
that linkages among Program elements must be specified in much greater detail; but it is also the case that much
of the needed specificity can occur only when detailed actions are planned during the implementation phase of
the Program.

3.6.1 Bay-Delta Region

WQ 3.6.1-1

As part of its implementation strategy, CALFED will conduct field evaluations and pilot-scale testing to evaluate
and quantify benefits from actions designed to reduce bromide and TOC prior to making large-scale investments.
Also, CALFED is developing analytical tools that enable prediction of the bromide and TOC consequences of
implementing CALFED actions. As this information is produced, it is being made publicly available. CALFED
extends its invitation for participation of interested technical experts in this ongoing analytical process.

WQ 3.6.1-2

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

WQ 3.6.1-3

At the current programmatic level of analysis, the hsted priority actions constitute concepts for further
investigation. At this stage of Program development, there has been no attempt to assess the feasibility or cost
effectiveness of the listed measures and, indeed, the list was developed to help direct resources toward further
needed investigations--including pilot studies. CALFED makes no commitment to attempt to implement any
measures that are proven by further investigation to be unworkable, nor does it have any regulatory authority that
would allow such measures to be imposed. From the outset, the CALFED Program has emphasized volumary,
cooperative efforts to help reduce conflict in the Bay-Delta estuary system. CALFED welcomes the participation
of all stakeholders to identify areas for cooperation in evaluating technical and economic options for making
improvements.

WQ 3.6.1-4

The WQPP emphasizes salt problems in the San Joaquin River because the subject is well documented and because
salt from this source seriously affects the quality of Delta waters. Salt loadings to the Sacramento River are not
documented as well Salt sources within the Delta, except for the Pacific Ocean, are also less well documented
than is the problem in the San Joaquin River watershed. The lack of detail in the WQPP concerning salt sources
in the Sacramento River and Delta does not imply a lower commitment to evaluating these sources and taking
corrective actions as warranted. One means of reducing salt loading to the Sacramento River will be through the
CALFED water quality action to reduce wastewater and stormwater sources of drinking water constituents of
concern.
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WQ 3.6.1-5

CALFED does not endorse any of the listed existing activities for water quality improvement but intends to
support them for further studies to the extent warranted. These activities are being conducted by other agencies
and stakeholder groups. CALFED makes no commitment to implement any of these measures until they are
proven to be feasible through the stakeholder process.

WQ 3.6.1-6

A treatment system for this proposed action has not been formally proposed. Any treatment system proposed
will be evaluated with a project-specific environmental document, which will address this issue. The object of the
treatment is to remove the TOC rather than the salt. Removing salts would require a significantly high level of
treatment. If salts are removed, mitigation measures must be recommended to prevent salt buildup on Delta
islands. Salt can be leached at advantageous times (this is already a practice on Delta islands), or filter reject
containing high salts can be disposed of in appropriate receiving waters under appropriate discharge permits.

WQ 3.6.1-7

The Stage 1A actions identified thus far can be augmented by other actions, depending on the availability of
resources and assignment of priorities for Water Quality Program actions. Stakeholder involvement has been, and
will continue to be, actively sought in the evolution of the Water Quality Program, including selection of projects
for high-priority implementation. The Delta Drinking Water Council and the technical teams supporting the
Council are primary avenues through which stakeholder assistance is invited.

3.6.2 Sacramento and American Rivers

WQ 3.6.2-1

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

WQ 3.6.2-3

Thank you for the resource and information. Prior to embarking on prioritizing this action, the work group will
be given this information. This information may save valuable time and resources.

WQ 3.6.2-4

The comment is based partially on the view that an isolated facility is required to meet target levels for bromide,
TOC, and salt in the export water from the Bay-Delta. Target levels being discussed have not been adopted by
a regulatory agency and therefore do not have the weight of regulation behind them. Furthermore, the proposal
for an isolated facility needs much more study and stakeholder approval before it is readied for construction. In
this process, Sacramento County and other affected communities will be included in the impact analysis. Any
redirected impacts identified in that process would be subject to mitigation measures. If at that time, additional
treatment systems would be required, above and beyond what is required without the project, costs for such
treatment would be borne as a project expense.

!
i
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WQ 3.6.2-5 I

While, in concept, your suggestion to collect grey water in the Central Valley and transport it to a high-techIIII
treatment system in the Delta would work, it is likely highly impractical. Costs for separating sewage and grey
water, installing separate collection systems, buying right-of-way for transmission pipelines, siting and construction
of the treatment plant, and operations and maintenance would be prohibitively expensive. Some older¯
mtmicipalities operate combined stormwater and sewage systems. For example, both Sacramento and San
Francisco have combined systems. These communities strive to separate the two systems and have been doing so
for several years. Costs of such endeavors prevent quick implementation. Further separation of sewage from grey
water also would be prohibited by cost, although cities like San Francisco and Sacramento have implemented
reclamation systems that produce similar effects. Reclamation of sewage for irrigation displaces fresh water that
would normally be used for irrigation purposes. In doing so, river flows and groundwater are not used to meet
water needs in the community. River flows remain for use in the environment and groundwater remains as a
reserve during drought periods. CALFED’s Water Use Efficiency Program is working on methods such as these
to maximize the benefit of procured water.

3.6.3 North Bay Aqueduct

WQ 3.6.3-1    I

The recommended change has been made in the WQPP.

3.6.4 South Bay Aqueduct

WQ 3.6.4-1

CALFED is committed to continued stakeholder involvement in developing plans to address the water quality
problems of the Bay-Delta estuary. Of particular importance is prioritizing actions for implementation. Stage 1A
and Stage 1 actions have been identified in a preliminary fashion, but considerable evolution of these plans remains
to be accomplished. The work in progress represented by Stage 1A and Stage 1 plans is subject to change,
consistent with the CALFED adaptive management philosophy, in conjunction with ongoing stakeholder support
and involvement. As a programmatic document, the CALFED Programmatic EIS/EIR is intended to establish
the basic framework supporting detailed plans that will evolve with appropriate stakeholder input. Accordingly,
currently identified Stage 1A and Stage 1 actions reflect progress made to date and are incomplete. Linkages of
priority actions described in the WQPP and plans for Stage 1A and Stage 1 are not as yet fully formed, nor is the
exact sequence of water quality actions defined. Therefore, the information does not currently exist to enable the
WQPP to be amended to include this detail.

At the current programmatic level of analysis, the listed priority actions constitute concepts for further
investigation. At this stage of Program development, there has been no attempt to assess the feasibility or cost
effectiveness of the listed measures and, indeed, the list was developed to help direct resources toward further
needed investigations--including pilot studies. CALFED makes no commitment to attempt to implement any
measures that are proven by further investigation to be unworkable, nor does it have any regulatory authority that
would allow such measures to be imposed. From the outset, the CALFED Program has emphasized voluntary,
cooperative efforts to help reduce conflict in the Bay-Delta estuary system. CALFED welcomes the participation
of all stakeholders to identify areas for cooperation in evaluating technical and economic options for making
improvements. Existing programs and processes will be used to the extent that such processes are available.
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The service areas of the SWP are within the defined geographical scope of the CALFED solution area, meaning
that CALFED may undertake actions in these areas that would help to solve the problems of the Bay-Deka
estuary. Examples might include fostering water conservation and recycling programs in southern California, and
addressing problems that affect the quality of drinking water produced from the Delta source. Because multi-
purpose uses of Castaic Lake and Lake Silverwood, and activities in the watershed of these lakes can affect the
quality of drinking water supplies diverted from the Delta, water quality actions can be considered through the
CALFED Program that would help to resolve these problems.

3.6.6 Contra Costa Water District Intakes

WQ 3.6.6-1

The Phase II Report is intended to disclose the broad framework of the CALFED Program elements and to
describe how these elements contribute comprehensively to reducing conflict in the Bay-Deka system. To enhance
the readability and reduce the size of this overview document, the decision was made that Program detail would
be left to the Program documents, such as the WQPP and Implementation Plan. The lack of a specific
commitment in the Phase II Report does not change the commitment to action as specified in the WQPP and
Implementation Plan.

3.7    Capacity for Reducing Bromide and Organic Carbon Through Water Quality Program Actions

WQ 3.7-1

CALFED commissioned a panel of nationally recognized independent scientists to consider bromide and organic
carbon in relation to meeting CALFED’s objective of providing drinking water from the Delta that meets current
and future standards for protecting public health. This panel provided information that helped the CALFED
Policy Group in establishing the CALFED long-term water quality objective for a TOC concentration of
3.0 mg/L and a bromide level of 50/.tg/L, or an equivalent level of public health protection, to be provided by a
cost-effective combination of alternate source water, source control, and treatment. Recognized independent
scientists will continue to provide advice and guidance to the CALFED drinking water quality program as it
evolves. CALFED is committed to the concept of protecting public health, not necessarily to achieving specific
numeric objectives for water quality. CALFED will certainly not achieve the targets for TOC and bromide during
the first years of Program implementation and may never achieve these targets if source control, source
replacement, and treatment approaches are able to meet the primary objective of adequately protecting public
health. Evaluating the feasibility and cost effectiveness of these alternatives will be the primary task of the first
7 years of Program implementation, after which it should be possible to make a determination on the need for
construction of Delta facilities.

WQ 3.7-2

The long-term bromide target of 50 ~g/L and the TOC target of 3.0 rag/L, or an equivalent level of public health
protection, do apply to the NBA intake as well as to the other drinking water diversions in the Delta. The WQPP
has been revised to clarify this point.

!
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3.7.1 Bromide

WQ 3.7.1-1

We acknowledge that the information in Figures 7 and 9 in the June 1999 WQPP might be presented in a number
of ways, and perhaps a time history plot would be a superior means of illustrating the relationship of bromide
loadings at the DMC intake and at Vernalis and of bromide loadings in the San Luis Reservoir area. Other means
of presenting the data would not be likely to change the tentative conclusions that most of the bromide found at
Vernalis can be accounted for by inputs to the San Joaquin Valley from the DMC, and that most of the bromide
in San Luis Reservoir can be accounted for by loadings from the SWP and Central Valley Project (CVP). Further
evaluation of non-oceanic sources of bromide is planned for CALFED during the implementation stage of the
Program. This additional work will involve various forms of data evaluation and presentation, probably including
time history plots. Further investigation of non-oceanic sources of bromide in the system will involve analysis
of pumping and precipitation data to conclusively demonstrate whether non-oceanic sources of bromide are
important in solving bromide problems in drinking water supplies taken from the Delta.

WQ 3.7.1-2

CALFED needs to further evaluate the sources of bromide and to institute corrective actions where feasible in
order to reduce contributions of bromide and to achieve long-term source water quality targets. Bromide is
present in sea water, and enters into the Delta drinking water supplies primarily through mixing with waters of
San Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean. Other sources of bromide may exist. For instance, the average
concentration of bromide in Sacramento River water was 18/ag/L. By contrast, San Joaquin River water averaged
310 lag/L, with a standard deviation of 150 ~g/L during the same period. Although bromide concentrations in
the Sacramento River are variable, this river does not appear to be an important source of bromide. It appears that
the San Joaquin River is the most important source of bromide to the Delta system, exclusive of the Bay-ocean.
This component of bromide load would be significantly affected by the choice of storage and conveyance
alternatives. A question of great importance to the CALFED Program, and one that is directly related to your
concern, is "How much of the bromide load in the San Joaquin River is not of Deka or ocean origin (e.g., connate
groundwater or ancient sea water) and may then be subject to control by Water Quality Program actions?"
Further evaluations by CALFED will provide us with a basis for realistic expectations with respect to water
quality targets for municipal supplies from the Bay-Deka of 50/ag/L for bromide, or an equivalent level of public
health protection, to be provided by a cost-effective combination of alternate source water, source control, and
treatment.

WQ 3.7.1-3

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

3.7.2 Organic Carbon

WQ 3.7.2-1

Any plans for CALFED projects involving water storage on organic soils with the potential for discharge to Delta
drinking water supplies will require pilot-scale testing of potential water quality impacts and full mitigation of
conditions that would degrade the quality of drinking water supplies taken from the Delta. CALFED staff believe
that a full array of water management tools, including new groundwater and surface water storage, needs to be
included in the Water Management Strategy. New groundwater and/or surface water storage will be developed
and constructed, together with aggressive implementation of water conservation, recycling, and a protective water
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transfer market, as appropriate to meet CALFED Program goals. During Stage 1, CALFED will evaluate and
determine the appropriate mix of surface water and groundwater storage, identify acceptable projects, and initiate
permitting and construction--if program linkages and conditions are satisfied. Due to potentially fewer
environmental impacts, groundwater projects potentially could be implemented sooner than surface water storage.
The ongoing Integrated Storage Investigation will help to determine the role of a new groundwater and surface
water storage in the overall Water Management Strategy.

WQ 3.7.2-2

An improvement in water quality at water supply diversions is one of the goals of the CALFED Program. As
noted in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, implementation of the Preferred Program Alternative would improve water
quality in the Delta, including at the water supply intakes. The improved flow of good quality water across the
Delta from the Sacramento River would be expected to reduce the DOC content of water withdrawn at the
intakes. The improvement in DOC content may be supplemented or offset by an alteration in DOC
concentration as a consequence of the Ecosystem Restoration Program. (It is not yet known whether conversion
of irrigated agriculture to wetlands in the Delta will increase or decrease DOC concentrations.) It is important
to note, though, that under the existing conditions, from 20 to 50 percent of the trihalomethane (THM)
precursors to Delta waters originate from drainage water from peat soil on Delta islands (Amy, G. L.; Thompson,
J. M.; Tan, L.; Davis, M. K.; and Drassner, S. W. 1990. Evaluation of THM Precursor Contribution from
Agricultural Drains. Research and Technology 82:57-64). Also see response WQ 3.6-2.

WQ 3.7.2-3

(i) See response WQ 3.7.2-2 above.

(ii) Information on the results of inundating peat soil is being developed as quickly as possible. Knowledge is
rudimentary, and information is unavailable rather than undisclosed. Recent short-term studies were conducted
for the California Urban Water Agencies and the MWQI Program of the DWR (MarvinJung & Associates. 1999.
A Trial Experiment on Studying Short-Term Water Quality Changes in Flooded Peat Soil Environments. Report
prepared for the Municipal Water Quality Investigations Participating Agencies and the California Urban Water
Agencies. Sacramento, CA). The report indicates that inundation without water exchange during summer
increased TOC concentration in the water; however, the seasonal effects and the long-term effects (beyond
10 weeks) have yet to be determined.

3.7.4 Recommendations

WQ 3.7.4.1

CALFED’s long-term water quality objectives for drinking water include a TOC concentration of 3.0 mg/L and
a bromide level of 50/~g/L, or an equivalent level of public health protection. The WQPP provides evidence to
suggest that the Pacific Ocean is the primary source of bromide and salinity in Delta drinking water supplies, and
that the importance of this source is not likely to be greatly affected by CALFED Stage 1 actions. Similarly, the
WQPP casts doubt on the feasibility of controlling organic carbon generated within the Delta. However, because
significant public health, treatment, technology, and regulatory questions remain unresolved, it is not clear that
reducing bromide and salts from the ocean and organic carbon from the Delta is going to prove essential to
adequately meet the CALFED goal of protecting public health.

Because we do not yet know what approaches could bring about an equivalent level of public health protection,
we cannot make an unequivocal commitment to achieving numerical objectives for drinking water protection.
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We are also not able at this time to quantify the cost of failure to attain adequate public health protection, if that
should happen, or to quantify the costs that would be involved in protecting public health in other ways.
Exploring source water exchanges, advanced treatment technology, or other means of providing an acceptable level
of public health protection can be undertaken, however, and are very much within the intended scope of the
Water Quality Program.

Stage 1 water quality actions are expected to result in continuously reduced inputs of constituents that adversely
affect drinking water supply. A number of the planned CALFED water quality actions will be measurable in
terms of reduced loadings of pollutants entering the waters of the Delta estuary, as compared to existing
conditions. Whether these improvements will always be measurable at diversion points, or whether they will be
sufficient to fully meet the CALFED goal of protecti~ag public health with regard to drinking water supplies taken
from the Delta, cannot be known at this time. Even in the absence of quantitative estimates of the effects of these
actions on drinking water supply diversions, taking such actions is clearly consistent with the concept of
employing source prevention and source control measures as part of a multiple-barrier approach to drinking water
protection.

Future water quality needs will be identified based on results of ongoing health effects research and regulatory
developments. Adverse impacts of other CALFED actions, such as may result from habitat restoration, will be
determined through monitoring and assessment. If these assessments indicate that Stage 1 water quality actions
are inadequate to protect public health, or that other CALFED actions are causing negative effects on water
quality, additional actions will be taken to protect public health and reduce negative impacts to less-than-significant
levels. This approach is consistent with the CALFED adaptive management philosophy. The Delta Drinking
Water Council will participate in evaluating CALFED actions and recommending needed changes to the Program
on an ongoing basis to ensure that Program goals are met. The CALFED environmental assessment documents
have been amended as appropriate to acknowledge that Stage 1 water quality actions, taken by themselves, have
limited capacity for improving drinking water quality.

WQ 3.7.4-2

The proposal to recirculate water through the DMC to the San Joaquin River has been considered in the CALFED
Program and will continue to receive consideration. Representatives of some CALFED agencies have indicated
serious reservations about such a project, in that it could potentially be contrary to state and federal policies and
regulations governing water quality degradation. The recirculation proposal can receive additional study and
consideration in the implementation phase of the Program, soon to be underway.

WQ 3.7.4-3

The CALFED Program must simultaneously address ecosystem, water supply reliability, levee system integrity,
and water quality problems. While facilities would have undoubted advantages for the quality of the water sent
to southern California, it is not presently clear that such facilities would produce the best overall solutions to the
problems of the Bay-Delta estuary. The Deka Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider the question of
salinity targets and to make recommendations to the BDAC and to CALFED management. The deliberations
of the Council will also be supported by technical teams composed of drinking water stakeholders and by the
work of independent scientists, who will be commissioned as needed to achieve balanced, scientifically supportable
perspectives.

!
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WQ 3.7.4-4

CALFED is committed to. continuous improvement in the quality of drinking water taken from the Delta through
a application source control, sources, treatment. As acombined of alternative and advanced criticalelement
the solution to the drinking water quality problems of the Deka, upgrading treatment processes is a high priority
in the CALFED drinking water quality program, and cooperative participation in bringing about these

is within the of theimprovements scope program.

WQ 3.7.4-5

The Arcata project is regarded as an excellent example of meeting wastewater treatment and environmental
enhancement objectives simultaneously, and may serve as a model for future CALFED activities.

WQ 3.7.4-6

Some commentors questioned CALFED’s willingness to provide up to $1 to study non-oceanichave
sources of bromide, and disagree with giving this work a high priority for implementation. It may be the case that
resolving questions on bromide sources would necessitate only minor expenditures, as opposed to the CALFED
preliminary estimate. However, in event significant sources were to be demonstrated,the thatother of bromide
it would be important for available funding to be sufficient to enable thorough evaluation of potential prevention
or control measures. While drinking water supplies taken from the Delta may not be significantly improved
through bromide control actions directed at non-sea water sources, CALFED recognizes that bromide is a key
water quality concern with important implications for the future direction of the CALFED Program. Due to its
critical nature, resolving the question of non-ocean sources of bromide with finality and early in the
implementation phase of the Program is imperative. The decision to include substantial funding for the effort is
justified, even though this amount of funding may not be required to complete the task.

4.2    ProblemStatement

WQ 4.2.0-1

Mercury in water and sediment contribute to mercury levels in aquatic organisms, including sport fish. Without
intervention, mercury would continue to be transported to the Bay-Delta and would become bioavailable to one
degree or another, causingconsumption Therefore, CALFED Program on afish advisories. the hasembarked
study to determine the mechanisms by which mercury becomes bioavailable. Later CALFED actions would
include participation in remedial efforts to reduce the impacts of mercury on the Bay-Deka system The objective
of the "reduce in and sediment levels that do affectadverselymeasuresare to mercury water to not aquatic
organisms, wildlife, or human health."

WQ 4.2.0-2

CALFED plays a supportive role in the development of TMDLs. CALFED is not a regulatory agency and does
not participate in the regulatory process. CALFED fact-finding projects to determine sourceshasfunded research
and causes of pollution problems in the Bay-Deka and some tributaries.CALFED also is addressing
environmental "Good Samaritan" issues in the interest of better water quality.

!
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4.4.1 Sources and Transport of Mercury

WQ 4.4.1-1

CALFED has funded a study of mercury loading, bioavailability, and potential to remediate sources. The study
centers around the Cache Creek watershed. The investigators for that study have focused on eliminating mercury
from mines and geothermal springs because these are thought to be the largest contributors of bioavailable
mercury. While many sources of mercury are listed in the WQPP, the mining sources ard considered by several
mercury experts to be the largest. When given the opportunity to study sources of mercury and mechanisms
contributing to bioaccumulation, the researchers decided to concentrate on mines, mining practices, and
geothermal vents. A mass balance loading of Bay-Deka mercury will be included in the study. The studies are
necessary to determine which sources will provide the most benefit when stopped. The objective of the measures
are to ~reduce mercury in water and sediment to levels that do not adversely affect aquatic organisms, wildlife, or
human health."

Some actions can be taken prior to completion of the studies. CALFED has proposed to participate in remedial
activities wkhin the Deka and along Cache Creek and Clear Lake. Participation in reraedial activities on mine
sites may be limited to the activities that do not subject the CALFED Program to litigation. No remedial activities
on abandoned mine sites should be conducted without federal environmental "Good Samaritan" protection.
Without this protection, acting CALFED agencies may become responsible parties for the abandoned skes.

4.4.2 Transformation and Bioavailability of Mercury

WQ 4.4.2-1

The Cache Creek watershed and other watersheds in the Bay-Delta system have contributed mercury in various
forms for many years. Without intervention, the mercury would continue to be transported to the Bay-Deka and
would become bioavailable to one degree or another. CALFED has initiated a study of the mercury
contamination mechanisms and effects from the Cache Creek watershed. Information from the study will be
applied to direct remedial efforts in many of the Bay-Delta watersheds. Effects of off-stream gravel mining will
be studied insofar as it pertains to the production or sink of methyl mercury to the river and/or Bay-Delta.

WQ 4.4.24

It is true that preliminary information from the CALFED-UC Davis Methyl Mercury Study indicates that
increased habitat ha the north Delta and other areas may contribute to an increase in methyl mercury production.
This is based on the assumption that appropriate micro-organisms are present in the constructed wetlands and that
mercury-laden water is allowed to reach the wetlands. This conversion of non-bioavailable forms of mercury to
methyl mercury, the most bioavailable form, is being studied by another CALFED mercury study. The
researchers in the UC Davis Methyl Mercury study are participating in the larger mercury study. Ecosystem
Restoration Program staff have been advised of the possibility of increased methyl mercury production and are
taking it under advisement.

5. Pesticides

WQ 5.0.0-I

CALFED acknowledges your support for its role in the pesticide issues. This is the role that CALFED strives for
each area of involvement.
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¯
~ 5.3    Objective

1                                                                 WQ 5.3.0-1
¯ Pesticides are used in agriculture and in urban areas for various types of pest control. Pesticide residue occasionally

runs off during storm events or other situations, causing the commingling of pesticide residue and water. Without
I intervention, pesticides might be abused or misused, causing increased water quality problems--usually toxicity.

CALFED has therefore worked with regulatory agencies to address these issues and develop ways of eliminating
toxicity caused by pesticide residue. CALFED has been participating in development of management practices
tt~ reduce runoff of pesticide residue from agricultural lands and from urban areas. CALFED has also participated
in development of hazard assessment criteria. CALFED proposes to investigate environmental effects of pesticides
and assist in methods to control pesticide residue runoff.

!
Reduction of pesticide use does not necessarily correspond to a reduced toxicity in surface waters. This would be
true in a case where toxicity is caused by misuse of pesticides rather than appropriate labeled use. CALFED is

I participating in studies that will help to determine environmental effects of pesticides and mechanisms that cause
pesticide toxicity in surface water. CALFED may participate in programs to reduce or eliminate uses of pesticides,

i provided that reductions in toxicity can be achieved.

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. One primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the
collaborative and cooperative use of these authorkies and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better
address the range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

!
CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.I CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals. CALFED actions in no way
usurp the authorities of any regulatory or planning agency.

I The Water Quality Program calls for implementation of a range of tools by participating agencies and interested
parties to accomplish its goals. These tools include, but are not limited to, voluntary efforts, use of economic

i incentives, and exercising regulatory authority by appropriate agencies. The appropriate mix of tools will vary,
depending on the problem, existing activities, and where CALFED’s Program can add value.

i WQ 5.3.0-2

The reader appears to misread the page quoted, page 5.34 in the June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR impact

i analysis document. Page 5.3-4 summarizes the potentially significant adverse effects on water quality associated
with the Preferred Program Alternative. Because nonpoint source pollutants are largely unregulated and
mitigation depends on local voluntary efforts, the expected increase in discharge of nonpoint source pollutants to

i water bodies that would result from the potential growth induced by the Preferred Program Alternative is likely
to be unavoidable. At this programmatic level of planning, it is unknown where the new growth is likely to take
place or whether the local nonpoint source discharge can be mitigated. The discussion does not differentiate
between nonpoint source discharges in the Sacramento Valley and in export areas.!

!
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5.4.3 Predominant Uses of Diazinon and Chlorpyrifos

WQ 5.4.3-1

The suggested change has been made in the WQPP.

5.5    Approach to Solution

WQ 5.5.0-1

Pesticide impacts are determined by many factors, including laboratory studies, field studies, and combinations
of the two. Determining the cause of the impact may point to a specific use or an abuse of the pesticide that
contributes to the impacts far above other legitimate uses. While reducing regionwide use may reduce impact,
reducing abuse or reducing a specific use that is found to contribute to pesticide toxicity may eliminate the impact
entirely. CALFED is not opposed to pesticide use reduction. CALFED’s objective, however, is pesticide toxicity
reduction.

WQ 5.5.0-2

Control of urban uses of the pesticides diazinon and chlorpyrifos is a priority action for the environmental Water
Quality Program. Removal of the pesticide from public use will need to be considered by the Department of
Pesticide Regulation. It is within their authority to regulate these and other pesticides in this manner.

WQ 5.5.0-3

CALFED is not a regulatory agency and does not seek regulatory authority to implement water quality actions.
Therefore, implementing a "regulatory only" Program for pesticide toxicity reduction is not within the CALFED
Program’s solution principles. Use of regulatory programs for reduction of toxicity within the urban areas may
not be feasible. Pesticides are labeled for use by homeowners and are sold in local retail stores. Educational
methods are being proposed to control pesticide toxicity of urban drainage. As an alternative to regulatory
control, CALFED proposes to add technical support to the actions of regulatory agencies. Additional technical
support is intended to add scientific validity to methods of toxicity reduction. This method is intended to target
the highest contributors first, as feasibility dictates. By doing so, implementation of less effective measures may
not be necessary.

5.5.1 Priority Actions

WQ

The suggested change has been made in the WQPP.

6. Organochlor.ine Pesticides

WQ 6.0.0-1

Chapter 6 in the WQPP has been modified to clarify that this section seeks to prevent pollutants no longer used
in California from affecting the environment.
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6.4    Approach to Solution

WQ 6.4.0-1

We concur. Winter storm runoff should be included as an area to study for reduction potential of organochlorine
(OC) pesticides. This suggestion has been incorporated into Chapter 6 in the WQPP.

6.4.1 Priority Actions

WQ 6.4.1-1

The WQPP does contain a list of stakeholder-recommended actions that might solve portions of individual
problems. These are not considered exhaustive lists. Through adaptive management and research, other
management tools can be incorporated. Work group activities and the adaptive management process is open to
interested parties, to maintain equity among stakeholder interests. Work groups participate by helping to define
project priority and appropriateness based on what is known. Implementation of any action in the WQPP is not
a foregone conclusion. To receive funds, each project must first receive approval by stakeholder and agency
groups.

WQ 6.4.1-2

As a nonregulatory agency, CA.I.FED cannot impose implementation of the use of any management measure.
However, financial incentives may encourage ks use. Polyacrylamide ~AM) will remain on the list of potential
actions to be studied.

WQ 6.4.1-3

The endorsement of increasing channel capacity to prevent OC pesticide input to creeks is noted. Furthermore,
the relationship between local flood control and OC pesticide management will be brought to the attention of the
workgroup, at such time as it is formed.

WQ 6.4.1-4

The CALFED Program does not support programs that will reduce chemicals beyond what is necessary to
eliminate environmental toxicity. Program actions are not intended to reduce crop production at all. In some
areas of the Water Quality Program, it is hoped that measures might increase productivity .(providing salt removal
for agricultural soil, which would increase productivity of salty soils).

The comment opposes CALFED dictating any particular planning solution.

WQ 6.4.1-5

The CALFED Program is not a regulatory program and does not enforce any planning action it might develop
through the stakeholder process. The planning activities will be restricted to developing methods in order to
minimize water quality parameters that are known to cause particular water quality problems. The main
CALFED support is proposed to serve as a process for promoting farm conservation and providing funds for cost
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sharing or incentives. CALFED will work with the Natural Resources Conservation Service, as one of the many
participating CALFED agencies, in developing research projects and planning efforts to meet CALFED goals.

WQ 6.4.1-6

CALFED will continue to propose such monitoring and research.

6.4.3 Existing Activities

WQ 6.4.3-1

Section 6.4.3 in the WQPP has been revised to include a broader scope of programs. The components of the
CURES Program mentioned in the comment are good components and should be supported. CALFED will be
initiating a stakeholder/agency workgroup to address pesticide work priorities, including research and pilot
projects.

WQ 6.4.3-2

The relationship between local flood control and OC pesticide management will be brought to the attention of
the workgroup, at such time as it is formed.

7. Salinity

WQ 7.0-1

The question of whether the scope of the CALFED Program should include a solution to the problem of salt
accumulation in the San Joaquin Valley was considered at length during the scoping period of the Program.
Because an existing program (San Joaquin Valley Drainage Implementation Program [SJVD~]) has primary
responsibility for addressing the drainage problems of the valley, it was decided that CALFED would act in a
supporting role to the SJVDIP. CALFED would provide funding and other support as appropriate to the primary
CALFED mission of reducing conflict in the system by improving ecosystem functions, providing good water
quality for all beneficial uses, increasing water supply reliability, and improving levee system integrity. State,
federal, and local agencies are actively conducting an environmental evaluation of a drain alternative. CALFED
has chosen to defer inclusion of a drain alternative until the outcome of the environmental study is known.

Correction of the salt imbalance in San Joaquin Valley agriculture does require attention. CALFED is proposing
research that will lead to some success. At a minimum, this research could be used to determine how much salt
can be removed by non-drain methods, thus reducing needs (or size) of a future proposed drain. Salt disposal
requires transport out of the valley, long-term in-valley storage, or use of residual salts as a commodity. Currently,
the San Joaquin River is the conduit for out-of-valley salt disposal. CALFED is proposing to utilize real-time
monitoring of the San Joaquin River to release salt buildup on agricultural land without reducing water quality
of the San Joaquin River and Delta. CALFED is also proposing residual use of salt through the integrated on-farm
management system. The integrated on-farm management system, and other reverse-osmosis proposals, creates
a crystalline salt by-product from used irrigation water and attempts to market the salt for industrial use. These
activities will be utilized to their fullest extent in attempts to balance the salt loadings within the San Joaquin
valley. As pointed out, an out-of-valley drain could convey saline water to the Pacific Ocean either directly or
through the Bay and Delta. The out-of-valley drain proposal is very controversial, with suspected negative
ecological impacts, and therefore is not recommended as a priority action at this time. Through adaptive
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management, the CALFED Program could investigate the feasibility of drain alternatives that meet CALFED
solution principles of no redirected impacts.

WQ 7.0-2

As a nonregulatory agency, CALFED has not funded establishment and implementation of water quality
objectives for the RWQCB. CALFED has assumed a supportive role, providing funding for research that in turn
can be used to establish technically based water quality standards. In the case of diazinon and chlorpyrifos,
CALFED funded hazard assessment criteria for DFG. These criteria may be used as part of the basis for a water
quality objective by a regulatory agency. CALFED is also supporting reductions in salt loading of the San Joaquin
River by proposing funding of projects that would eliminate salt from drain water while keeping agricultural land
in production. There is still much to work on in this field. Many questions remain unanswered concerning how
much can be done with in-valley solutions.

WQ 7.0°3

The Water Quality Program has not questioned the uses of water in areas served by Deka exports. The Water
Use Efficiency Program is reviewing water uses and reuses to maximize benefit of water diverted from the Delta.
It is correct, as pointed out by the comment, that a permanent fix to the salinity issues in the San Joaquin River
has not been identified and approved. Many parties believe that an out-of-valley drain is appropriate and
environmentally safe. However, there is much controversy over the applicability of a drain. The CALFED
Program has therefore proposed some other activities that would promote water conservation while reducing salt
buildup in irrigated soils. These projects have not been in existence for long periods of time and are not yet
considered fully sustainable. Studies are continuing to determine potential solutions to salt buildup in soils while
maintaining environmental stewardship and irrigation efficiency. It is hoped that methods developed in the San
Joaquin Valley also will be applicable to the Imperial Valley.

WQ 7.0-4

It is true that agricultural drain water is recycled. Salt from irrigating farmland in parts of the San Joaquin Valley
combines with salt from other sources and affects the San Joaquin River. CALFED has proposed projects to
eliminate some of the agricukural drain water from the system in order to reduce salinity in the San Joaquin River.
Additionally, CALFED is proposing to reduce constituents that contribute to the low DO conditions in the San
Joaquin River near the City of Stockton. Elimination of some of these constituents might also improve drinking
water quality.

7.1    Summary

WQ 7.1-1

Many factors affect the salinity of water diverted from the Deka, including droughts and wet years, seasonal
changes associated with annual climate changes, tidal effects, and agricultural irrigation practices. Such variability
is inherent in a complex estuarine system such as the Bay-Delta. However, the Preferred Program Alternative is
predicted to lower the salinity of export waters on average and, although variability may continue to be high, the
range of concentrations is predicted to be lower.

!
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WQ 7.1-2

Tables 5.2-9 and 5.2-10 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR impact analysis document show how the 2 parts per
thousand isohaline is predicted to change under the various alternatives.

wo 7.1-3

Many factors affect the salinity in the Delta in addition to the width of the sloughs. These factors include the flow
rates of the rivers, circulation patterns within the Delta, and the magnitude and location of sources of salts. Model
predictions of how salinity may change under the various alternatives are provided in tables in Section 5.3 in the
Programmatic EIS/EIR.

WQ 7.1-4

Please see common response 16.

WQ 7.1-5

Salinity loading from the San Joaquin River is emphasized because the San Joaquin River contributes to marked
elevation of Deka salinity levels that adversely affect beneficial uses of Deka waters. The scope of the WQPP does,
however, encompass source prevention and control actions directed at Delta and Sacramento River sources of salts.
Salt management of wastewater treatment plant discharges and timing of agricultural discharges are examples of
salt management actions envisioned as elements of the WQPP that may be applicable to the Sacramento River and
Delta. Detailed planning for and prioritization of such actions will evolve as the Program reaches its
implementation phase and will be accomplished with stakeholder involvement. Also see response WQ 3.6.14.

WQ 7.1-6

These sections of Chapter 7, "Salinity," were intended to state how much work has gone on before the CALFED
Program, with an emphasis on the fact that much has been attempted without large-scale success. CALFED is
committed to retiring the minimum acreage necessary in order to accomplish the selenium objectives by
cooperating in the successful implementation of other options. Land retirement will be implemented on a
voluntary, compensated basis with due regard to impacts on local communities and economies. Therefore, land
retirement is considered a final option. In the months since this chapter was written, progress has been made in
both integrated on-farm management and reverse-osmosis treatment. Salt disposal or reuse remains an issue that
needs attention. There is no indication at this point whether these "treatment" measures will amount to what is
needed to meet in-stream salinity standards from regulatory agencies. CALFED is committed to research and pilot
projects in order to determine what degree of success is feasible without land retirement or an out-of-valley drain.

7.3    Objective

WQ 7.3.1-1

To state that CALFED is not willing at this time to invest in an out-of-valley drain as it has been proposed, but
is willing to invest in other solutions, does not indicate that CALFED is counter productive. The track CALFED
stakeholders (and Policy Group) have decided to take will lead to some success in reducing salinity in the San
Joaquin River and in the soils of Central Valley farms. These expected results are similar to the goals of the
agricultural community who have participated in the CALFED process. The CALFED actions are expected to
achieve some success, not the least of which will be to determine how much salt can be removed by non-drain
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methods, thus reducing needs (or size) of a proposed drain. This area likely will require many simultaneous
solutions; working on all but one solution leaves some room for others to also contribute where individual
governing bodies dictate.

The question of whether the scope of the CALFED Program should include a solution to the problem of salt
accumulation in the San Joaquin Valley was considered at length during the scoping period of the Program.
Because an existing program (SJVD~) has primary responsibility for addressing the drainage problems of the
valley, it was decided that CALFED would act in a supporting role to the SJVDIP. CALFED would provide
funding and other support as appropriate to the primary CALFED mission of reducing conflict in the system by
improving ecosystem functions, providing good water quality for all beneficial uses, increasing water supply
reliability, and improving levee system integrity. State, federal, and local agencies are actively conducting an
environmental evaluation of a drain alternative. CALFED has chosen to defer inclusion of a drain alternative until
the outcome of the environmental study is known and a drain alternative that meets CALFED solution principles
of no redirected impacts is identified.

WQ 7.3.1-2

The actions proposed in the WQPP are not all of the actions proposed by CALFED to reduce salinity. The
drinking water quality improvement strategy in Phase I1 Report outlines a general strategy for improvementthe

that includes salinity reduction. The activities from the drinking water quality program arid the actions from the
ecosystem water quality program should result in overall reductions of salt, which should improve the utility of

San Joaquin River water and the Delta water. Drinking Water Council examine thethe TheDelta will resultsof

efforts and will identify additional measures to further protect drinking water uses of the water.

7.4    Problem Description

WQ 7.4-1

Stakeholders have recommended establishment of intermediate water quality milestones for salinity in water
diverted from the Delta. Values of 220 mg/L and 150 mg/L TDS have been recommended as salinity targets. The
CALFED Program must simultaneously address ecosystem, water supply reliability, levee system integrity, and
water quality problems. While facilities undoubtedly would have advantages for the quality of drinking water
supplies taken from the Delta, it is not presently clear that such facilities would produce the best overall solutions
to the problems of the Bay-Delta estuary. The Delta Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider the
question of salinity targets and to make recommendations to the BDAC and CALFED management. The
deliberations of the Council.will also be supported by technical teams composed of drinking water stakeholders
and by the work of independent scientists who will be commissioned as needed to achieve balanced, scientifically
supportable perspectives. Potential impacts of failure to provide adequate water quality are not assessed, as it is
not presently known what level of source water quality will be required to meet the CALFED objective of
providing protection of public health in drinking water supplies taken from the Delta, when source water quality
improvements, £ternate sources, and treatment are combined to address drinking water concerns.

7.4.1 Lower San Joaquin River Basin Salt Balance

wq 7.4.1-1

The impact analysis section in the June I999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR states the following on page 5.3-I7:
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Data reported by Grober (1999) at the CVRWQCB [Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board] indicate that concentrations in the San Joaquin River at Vernalis, expressed in
terms of specific conductance or umhos/centimeter [cm] exceeded the 700 umhos/cm 30-day
running average objective for April through August in about 54 percent of the time from 1986 to
1997. These concentrations exceed desirable levels for agricultural irrigation and cause problems
for south Delta farmers and for export water.

While this characterization does not include the assertions made by the commentor, it does describe the salinity
impairment of the San Joaquin River.

7.4.3 Sources

WQ 7.4.3-1

The WQPP recognizes that some water use efficiency measures are capable of increasing concentrations of salts
as a resuk of decreased water use, while some water use efficiency activities reduce pollutant loads and improve
water quality. Whether the effects of water use efficiency actions are beneficial to water quality will need to be
analyzed on a case-by-case basis. At the current programmatic level of detail, specific water use efficiency projects
have not been identified that would make it possible to analyze their potential impacts on the quality of receiving
waters. As projects are developed during the implementation phase of the CALFED Program, salinity and other
environmental impacts will be identified and documented, and provisions will be made for mitigation where
appropriate as a condition of project implementation. Potential mitigation measures might include treatment to
remove salt or avoidance of circumstances that would cause salinity increases. CALFED is committed to avoid
significant salinity increases in the Delta estuary and its tributaries resulting from its actions.

WQ 7.4.3-2

CALFED hopes to support development of the same types of practices.

7.5    Approach to Solution

wq 7.5-1

According to modeling projections conducted .by DWR, the Preferred Program Alternative does result in
significant reductions in salt concentrations at the diversion facilities for the SWP. (See Tables 5.3.4-a and 5.3.4-b
in the Programmatic EIS/EIR.) The TOC changes associated with the Preferred Program Alternative have not
been evaluated quantitatively. Section 3.7.3 in the WQPP points out that organic carbon "might be subject to
control by drainage treatment if the technology can be proven and if it can be made economically feasible."
Source identification of TOC and pilot testing of treatment methods on agricultural drains from Delta islands is
an early implementation action (see Table 3 on page 12-18 in the June 1999 WQPP).

WQ 7.5.0-3

Salinity and selenium have been concerns in the San Joaquin River for many years. Without intervention, the
salinity problem might cause agricultural land to be unproductive or might warrant land retirement under this and
other programs. Rises in salinity in the river and Delta threaten ecosystem stability and irrigation exports from
these areas. CALFED is proposing innovative solutions to remove salt from supply water and drain water. It is
proposed that solutions be sustainable projects, that is, that they lead to long-term productivity of the land.
Suggestions such as integrated on-farm management, which was developed through other salinity management
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programs, will be studied further to determine whether they are entirely sustainable. Land retirement for salinity
(and selenium) control through the CALFED Program is considered a final option. Increasing the water quality
in the San Joaquin River will also benefit wildlife and water users in the Delta. Costs for such activities will
initially be shared by various agencies and farm owners.CALFED staff is seeking funding for larger
implementation at cost-effective rates.

7.5.1 Local Actions

WQ 7.5.1-1

The recommended changes have been made in the WQPP.

WQ 7.5.1-2

While the WQPP mentions a maximum of 37,400 acres of land that might be retired under this program (as a last-
ditch effort), there is no effort to retire 25 percent of the approximately 7 million acres of irrigated farmland in
the San Joaquin Valley. In so far as the RWQCB needs to adopt a salinity objective in the San Joaquin River, and
CALFED participates in the scientific research that leads to a justifiable objective, it does not mean that CALFED
is exerting any regulatory hammer. Most of the CALFED actions center around activities that promote on-farm
solutions. Furthermore, the CALFED Salinity/Selenium Workgroup has stated that it wishes to promote only
those projects that are sustainable. In summary, CALFED will participate in the scientific process of setting an
objective, as it will in other water quality areas. CALFED also will research methods to reduce pollutant levels
in discharges of concern. In addition, CALFED is researching other solutions that are more regional and do not
involve individual businesses. All of this work should not be construed as promoting a regulatory hammer or
eliminating millions of acres of farmland.

WQ 7.5.1-3

It is correct that formal economic feasibility has not been determined for these actions. These actions are still an
area that can be studied to determine economic and technical feasibility, as well as whether the actions are
sustainable. Technical feasibility includes demonstration that the project removes and disposes of salt while
protecting water resources and wildlife. Disposal of salt includes potential marketing as well as in-valley and out-
of-valley disposal. CALFED proposes to fund research in all of these areas to determine what is feasible.

WQ 7.5.1-4

The integrated on-farm management actions were developed by representatives of the California Department of
Food and Agricukure, UC Davis, and a farmer in the Westlands area. In the beginning project, a farmer was able
to reclaim marginal farmland and has not discharged salt to landfills or the river. The study of whether this is a
truly sustainable project has not been conducted; however, interim studies have proven some effectiveness.
Recently, interest in the process has increased. As many as six other facilities are in various stages of planning to
use this method to maintain or increase productivity of their farmland. The CALFED Salinity/Selenium
Workgroup has contacts for the commentor’s edification.

WQ 7.5.1-5

The contradiction mentioned d~es arise when drainage is left unchecked. Irrigation reduction may reduce overall
salt discharge, but drainage reduction with higher salt concentrations may not. However, drainage reduction
coupled with real-time discharges can reduce impacts of salts discharged in the return water. Drainage reduction
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can also be conducted by methods that remove salt from the system. It is agreed that sometimes the removal of
salts is limited to increased salt levels in soils, which will eventually destroy the utility of the cropland. Therefore,
this method may not be selected by the CALFED Salinity/Selenium Workgroup, which has decided to seek
projects that are sustainable.

7.5.2 Basinwide Actions

WQ 7.5.2-1

CALFED will support monitoring studies of the San Joaquin River watershed and will support development and
implementation of a comprehensive plan for improving the quality of the San Joaquin River. The SJVDIP is the
entity bearing primary responsibility for this work. CALFED staff have worked closely with the SJ-VDIP in the
realization that salt and selenium management in the San Joaquin Valley has important effects on the Bay-Delta
estuary. This close-working relationship will continue, as will CALFED’s technical and financial assistance to the
SJVDIP. CALFED will support actions that enable water quality objectives to be met at Vernalis while respecting
area of origin and watershed protection laws.

WQ 7.5.2-2

Salinity is an important determinant of the feasibility of wastewater recycling and groundwater conjunctive use
as elements of a broad-spectrum water management approach to resolving the water supply problems associated
with the Delta estuary. This is especially true for southern California, where the relatively high cost of fresh water
supply makes recycling and conjunctive use projects attractive as alternatives. The Deka Drinking Water Council
that is being formed by CALFED is charged to evaluate and recommend needed intermediate and long-term water
quality targets. The Council will be asked to consider the need for a salinity target to increase water management
options, particularly in southern California. The Council will also be asked to consider the need for other actions
designed to reduce salinity in water supplies diverted from the Delta. The CALFED Program is not expected to
cause an overall increase in the salinity of water diverted from the Delta and should not, therefore, cause negative
impacts on groundwater quality that would require mitigation. If other measures prove inadequate, the scope of
the Program allows for consideration of facilities to improve water quality.

WQ 7.5.2-3

CALFED supports development of a comprehensive program to control salinity in the San Joaquin River, in
cooperation with the CVRWQCB and the SJVDIP. While the CALFED Program is intended to reduce conflicts
among beneficial uses of the waters of the Bay-Delta estuary, it has been acknowledged from the outset that not
all problems associated with water supply, water quality, and water management in California can be solved
through the CALFED Program. The CALFED Program will help to mitigate the impacts of the SWP and CVP
but may not reduce all such impacts to less-than-significant levels.

WQ 7.5.2-4

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. One primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the
collaborative and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better
address the range of problems facing the Bay-Deka.
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CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quahty.
CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals.

The Water Quality Program calls for implementation of a range of tools by participating agencies and interested
parties to accomplish its goals. These tools include, but are not limited to, voluntary efforts, use of economic
incentives, and exercising regulatory authority by appropriate agencies. The appropriate mix of tools will vary,
depending on the problem, existing activities, and where CALFED’s Program can add value.

WQ 7.5.2.5

The question of whether the scope of the CALFED Program should include a solution to the problem of salt
accumulation in the San Joaquin Valley was considered at length during the scoping period of the Program.
Because an existing program (SJVDIP) has primary responsibility for addressing the drainage problems of the
Valley, it was decided that CALFED would act in a supporting role to the SJVDIP. CALFED would provide
funding and other support as appropriate to the primary CALFED mission of reducing conflict in the system by
improving ecosystem functions, providing good water quality for all beneficial uses, increasing water supply
reliability, and improving levee system integrity. State, federal, and local agencies are actively conducing an
environmental evaluation of a drain alternative. CALFED has chosen to defer inclusion of a drain alternative until
the outcome of the environmental study is known and a drain alternative that meets CALFED solution principles
of no redirected impacts is identified.

Salt disposal requires transport out of the valley, long-term in-valley storage, or use of residual salts as a
commodity. Currently, the San Joaquin River is the conduit for out-of-valley salt disposal. CALFED is proposing
to use real-time monitoring of the San Joaquin River to release salt buildup on agricultural land without reducing
water quality of the San Joaquin River and Deka. CALFED is also proposing residual use of salt through the
integrated on-farm management system. The integrated on-farm management system creates a crystalline salt by-
product from used irrigation water and attempts to market the salt for industrial use. These activities will be used
to their fullest extent in attempts to balance the salt loadings wkhin the San Joaquin Valley. As pointed out, an
out-of-valley drain could convey saline water to the Pacific Ocean either directly or through the Bay and Delta.
The out-of-valley drain proposal is very controversial, with suspected negative ecological impacts, and therefore
is not recommended as a priority action.

WQ 7.5.2-6

CALFED is not in a position to offer assurances for the correction of the salinity problem in the San Joaquin
Valley. The problem is vast, and the solution will likely be complicated and costly. CALFED is committed to
working with the RWQCB to help develop tools necessary to meet the TMDLs that the Board will consider.
CALFED has funded other monitoring efforts and will likely fund salinity monitoring efforts as well. CALFED
also proposes to conduct projects that will ehminate some salt discharges to the San Joaquin River while
maintaining agricukural productivity.

WQ 7.5.2-7

CALFED staff has been working with major water contractors to determine costs of salinity treatment for both
drinking water and agricukure. Salt affects both irrigation water and drinking water. Treatment technology and
costs wRl be considered in the development of solutions for individual areas.
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WQ 7.5.2-8

The recommended change has been incorporated into the WQPP.

WQ 7.5.2-9

CALFED is working with irrigation districts, drainage districts, the RWQCB, environmental groups, and other
interested parties to address agricukural drainage. Salt removal, selenium removal, oxygen-depleting compounds,
and pesticide toxicity control are key areas of our efforts. In many cases, the effort focuses on preventing
contaminants from reaching the river. The effort is an attempt to balance needs of the ecosystem while protecting
the agricukural economy of California’s Central Valley.

WQ 7.5.2-10

At the time of writing the June 1999 Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR, the concept of an out-of-valley drain to off-
shore disposal was not actively discussed, at least not among the contributors to the document. To date, there are
no known studies of this type of proposal to determine its feasibility. It has been CALFED’s position to first
support the in-valley solutions. The original concepts of the out-of-valley drains proved controversial and are
suspected to result in negative environmental impacts. Through adaptive management, CALFED may consider
less controversial drain options with no negative environmental impacts. This topic is still beyond the scope of
this Programmatic EIS/EIR for lack of information. It should be mentioned that other solutions for salinity and
other problems also are not addressed in the Programmatic EIS/EIR for lack of information.

WQ 7.5.2-11

CALFED has formed a stakeholder and agency workgroup for salinity/selenium issues. That workgroup is
relatively new and has decided on one principle: to work on projects that are sustainable. This decision reflects
the desire to seek durable solutions that will protect Central Valley farmland while reducing salinity of San Joaquin
River water. Members of the work group have also expressed interest in out-of-valley drainage. State, federal, and
local agencies are actively conducting an environmental evaluation of a drain alternative. CALFED has chosen
to defer inclusion of a drain alternative until the outcome of the environmental study is known and a drain
alternative that meets CALFED solution principles of no redirected impacts is identified. The Salinity/Selenium
Workgroup is charged with determining individual projects that will meet CALFED salinity/selenium objectives.
Determination of this sort requires prioritization of project actions, development of new project alternatives
(including research and pilot projects), and environmental documentation. Such environmental documentation
will include feasibility of the project. If many project actions are proposed at the same time, or evaluated at the
same time, a comparison and discussion of linkages will be included. It is possible that many of the proposed
actions mentioned in the WQPP will not meet the qualification of being sustainable and will therefore not be
reviewed further.

WQ 7.5.2-12

Real-time management of salinity in the San Joaquin River will provide some benefit to removing salt from
drainage areas in the San Joaquin Valley. It will not provide any benefit to undrained areas such as Westlands
Water District and the Tulare Lake basin. Real-time management is not expected to meet all of the salt disposal
needs of the drainage areas. Other salt disposal options will likely need to be used in order to meet San Joaquin
River salinity objectives. Real-time management may also incorporate monitoring that may lead to salt disposal
restrictions during times not currently regulated. Such management may require additional structures to store
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water in advance of being able to discharge. CALFED is proposing to fund some initial work towards real-time
monitoring in early implementation.

WQ 7.5.2-13

The reference has been changed to "Chapter 5.3 in the impact analysis of this Programmatic EIS/EER contains data
on the water quality of supply water from the Delta." Other references to yet unreleased reports and studies have
been deleted.

WQ 7.5.2-14

The information needed in the area of real-time management is noted in the bulleted section--namely,
multifunction water quality analyzers; a data quality assurance system; flow and quality control systems; and an
institution to coordinate among regulatory, operators, and other entities.

WQ 7.5.2-15

CALFED is considering the construction and use of barriers to help maintain static water levels in parts of the
Delta. The use of the barriers and other in-Delta modifications (as well as operational changes) may promote the
export of fresh waters, thus preventing some of the recycling that occurs now. These changes, coupled with
removal of sak from drain waters, willpromote longevity of San Joaquin Valley agricukure: Further steps in these
directions would enhance the longevity of agricultural production in the valley. No studies have been completed
to specify whether each individual method is feasible or effective.

WQ 7.5.2-16

Solution approaches in the Water Quality Program do not specifically address this portion of the river. However,
for pollutants or water quality conditions with a portion of their origin in the aforementioned portion of the
watershed, control measures and studies will be proposed. CALFED does not assume any authority or jurisdiction
over any state or federal agency that is conducting work on the San Joaquin River. The role of CALFED is to
supplement the efforts of other agencies, to bring about a technically sound solution in a timely manner.

WQ 7.5.2-17

In Chapter 7 in the WQPP, a few projects include water treatment and recycling. To develop regionwide
recycling and treatment, infrastructure needs to be in place for collection of the drainage water. In some instances,
CALFED is proposing treatment of drainage water to remove salts; the water then is recycled in irrigation canals.
In areas where infrastructure is not available, on-farm systems work well. CALFED proposes to investigate and
possibly promote integrated on-farm management, which collects drain water within a farm’s boundary, reuses
the water on successively more salt-tolerant crops, and finishes with solar evaporation and harvesting of salt
crystals.

WQ 7.5.2-18

Although the project you support is likely to be viable, a project-specific initial study and environmental
document must be completed prior to implementation. This EIS/EIR is programmatic and therefore does not
contain sufficient documentation to implement site-specific projects. In the case of recirculation of diversion
water, the CALFED water management program proposes to assess costs and benefits of such a project.
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I
WQ 7.5.2-19 I

The "CALFED program" referred to in the statement is the real-time water quality management program. As¯
explained in the section discussing "Real-Time Management," the goal of real-time water quality management is
to make multiple use of water that is already being stored or released for other purposes. For example, releases
currently are being made from tributaries to the San Joaquin River for the explicit purpose of providing¯
pulse/attraction flows for fish; releases also are being made from New Melones Reservoir for the explicit purpose
of providing dilution flows to meet water quality objectives at Vernalis (in accordance with SWRCB Water Rights
Decision-1422). Coordination of existing reservoir releases for fish flows with existing discharges of salt can result¯
in reducing overall reservoir releases needed explicitly to provide dilution flows. Should dilution flows cease, the
real-time management would use the assimilative capacity of the San Joaquin River to meet salinity discharge needs
without exceeding salinity criteria.

I
7.5.3 Evaluation of Other Sources of Salinity

WQ 7.5.3-1 I

CALFED supports completion by the CVRWQCB of the Basin Plan Amendment for salinity and boron.[]
CALFED will encourage and, as appropriate, consider supporting the effort toward timely completion.

WQ 7.5.3-2
I

CALFED analyses have demonstrated that there are multiple sources of salinity in the Delta, and their
interactions are complex. Similarly, the salinity of Delta waters can be affected by a range of actions, including[]
operational changes on the part of the users of Delta waters, controlling discharges from land surfaces, and
addressing problems with salt accumulation in the San Joaquin Valley. Since its inception, CALFED has
intensively studied these problems and potential solutions, and will continue to do so as the Program evolves.[]
The operational scenarios studied by CALFED have assumed various caps on diversions through the pumps, and
the salinity effects of these operational scenarios have been quantified. Results of these analyses are used in the
Programmatic EIS/EIR impact analysis.

I

8.2    Problem Statement

WQ 8.2-1 I

The Grassland Bypass Project has been a successful cooperative project, involving willing landowners who are¯
committed to reducing salt, boron, and selenium concentrations in the San Joaquin River through intensive water
management and water use efficiency actions. The June 1999 WQPP identifies the Grassland Bypass Project (on
page 8-11) as the kind of cooperative effort that CALFED should support. We have added more information¯
about this successful effort in the WQPP.

8.4.1 Sources                                                                                        I
WQ 8.4.1-1

The San Joaquin Valley produces more agricultural products than the state of Texas. This is made possible, inI
part, by irrigation water brought in from the Bay-Delta. Loss of this farmland would significantly reduce
California’s economy. Selenium sources of the San Joaquin Valley come primarily from the Western Hills (the

ICoast Ranges). Other sources of selenium in the Bay-Delta include refineries. Salt concentrations in the San

CALFED Water Quality Program Plan WQ-44 Response to Comments, Volume II

I

C--028251
C-028251



Joaquin Valley are by imported water various to water through use, as watercaused and salts added the such
softener regeneration, fertilizer use, municipal wastewater salt, and other industrial salts, Sediment comes from

agriculture, construction, and erosion.

8.5.1 Agricultural Sources

WQ 8.5.1-1

T~e question of whether the scope of the CALFED Program should include a solution to the problem of salt
San Joaquin Valley was considered at length duringscoping period of the Program.accumulation the the

Because an existing program (SJVDIP) has primary responsibility for addressing the drainage problems of the
valley, it was decided that CALFED would act in a supporting role to the SJVDIP. CALFED would provide
fimding support as appropriate toprimary CALFED missionreducing conflict in the system byandother the of

improving ecosystem functions, providing good water quality for all beneficial uses, increasing water supply
reliability, and improving levee system integrity. State, federal, and local agencies are actively conducting an
environmental evaluation of a drain alternative. CALFED has chosen to defer inclusion of a drain alternative until
the outcome of the environmental study is known and a drain alternative that meets CALFED solution principles
of no redirected impacts is identified. Other methods described in the WQPP lack completed research necessary
for widespread implementation. Certainly, the feasibility of isolating selenium for production requires considerable
additional study but may pay dividends if determined feasible.

WQ 8.5.1-2

Land retirement for controlling selenium discharges into the San Joaquin Valley is contemplated through the
CALFED Program as one of a suite of actions designed to address this problem. Retirement will be undertaken
only where less extreme alternatives fail, and only to the extent that landowners are willing to participate in such
a program. The CALFED objective is for lands to remain under private ownership and control. CALFED will
pursue this approach until it is conclusively demonstrated that retirement is necessary, and that land retirement
will be successful and cost effective in controlling the problem. Ideally, land retirement will not be needed for
selenium control. Because insufficient information is available on what specific areas could be affected by such
a program, any attempt to define the types of land to be retired or types crops currently grownof wouldbe
speculative and unsupportable. The CALFED Programmatic EIS/EIR is a programmatic document that is
intended onl3; to establish a broad overall framework for a comprehensive suite of actions that must be studied
and documented in detail prior to their implementation. Identifying land retirement as one of a number of
potential approaches to resolving selenium problems is a commitment only to further study, not to proceeding
with implementation.

8.5.2 Ref’meries

WQ 8.5.2-1

Prior to use of any treatment method, site-specific environmental documentation must be completed. Protecting
wildlife in wetland treatment systems is a noted concern.

WQ 8.5.2-2

CALFED will be working on supporting efforts to reduce selenium from refineries. It is important to note that
selenium in the San Joaquin River and other water bodies should not be allowed at levels that could affect the

question of the scope of the CALFED Program include a solution to theenvironment. The whether should
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problem of salt accumulation in the San Joaquin Valley was considered at length during the scoping period of the
Program. Because an existing program (S]’VD]2") has primary responsibility for addressing the drainage problems
of the valley, it was decided that CALFED would act in a supporting role to the SJVDIP. CALFED would
provide funding and other support as appropriate to the primary CALFED mission of reducing conflict in the
system by improving ecosystem functions, providing good water quality for £1 beneficial uses, increasing water
supply reliability, and improving levee system integrity. State, federal, and local agencies are actively conducting
an environmental evaluation of a drain alternative. CALFED has chosen to defer inclusion of a drain alternative
until the outcome of the environmental study is known and a drain alternative that meets CALFED solution
principles of no redirected impacts is identified.

10.4 Problem Description

WQ 10.4.0-1

Turbidity is considered detrimental to fish habitat. Spawning areas for anadromous fish extends well into the
watershed. Consequently, CALFED does address sedimentation and erosion in many areas within our geographic
scope. It is acknowledged that the water quality section is not the appropriate place to address sedimentation in
the upper watershed or where no Bay-Delta ecological impacts are noted. Instead, sedimentation in upper
watershed areas will be addressed in overall watershed restoration within CALFED and other efforts. The proposal
of turbidity reduction activities without a nexus to the Bay-Deka has been removed from the WQPP. Discussions
of sedimentation that impairs habitat connected to the Bay-Delta will be retained in the WQPP. Integration with
the Ecosystem Restoration Program will be sought to ensure proper treatment of any suspected nexus.

10.5 Approach to Solution

WQ 10.5.0-1

Activities in many of the CALFED Program elements overlap. The CALFED scope was originally set very wide
because of the interaction of the different Program elements. The ecosystem water quality program integrates with
the other common programs and has active integration efforts with the Watershed, Levee System Integrity,
drinking water quality, and Water Use Efficiency Programs.

10.5.1 Priority Actions

WQ 10.5.1-1

Sedimentation of fisheries breeding habitat reduces the quality of the breeding grounds and therefore detracts from
other efforts to preserve or restore these habitats. Proposed best management practices (BMPs) to reduce
sedimentation will be implemented in areas with direct effects on these specific types of habitat. It is envisioned
that BMPs first will be implemented on a voluntary basis. The extent of the problem may require additional
incentives to implement BMPs. Regulatory measures would be employed by regulatory agencies if progress is not
sufficient through other methods. Incentives to employ BMPs may include cost sharing.

!
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10.5.2 Information Needed

WQ 10.5.2-1

The discussion of turbidity without a nexus to the Bay-Delta has been removed from the WQPP. If a discussion
of floodplain management is retained, it will contain the need to study impacts, costs, and benefits of the proposal.
Studies of floodplain management will need to be conducted along with flood control methodology discussed in
Chapter 6, "Organochlorine Pesticides." CALFED is not a regulatory agency and does not impose any BMPs
through regulations. The CALFED role complements the respective roles for regulatory and planning agencies
involved in the same areas of water quality.

11.    Toxicity of Unknown Origin

WQ 11.0.0-1

The support and encouragement is acknowledged. CALFED will maintain a working relationship with pesticide
manufactures as well as user groups, regulatory agencies, environmental groups, and other industries that might
be responsible for toxicity of unknown origin, such as non-pesticide toxicity.

11.3 Objective

WQ- 11.3.0-1

Toxic material removed from water, or prevented from entering water, would no longer be toxic to aquatic
organisms. These substances may not be toxic to terrestrial animals if contained on land. In some cases, such as
for pesticides, preventing pesticides from entering waterways would both increase the effectiveness of the pesticide
and protect aquatic organisms. Most pesticides are designed to be neutralkzed after a short time. Other toxic
materials such as copper should not pose a significant threat to terrestrial animals, including humans. Prior to
initiating any solution, the appropriate environmental documents must be completed to comply with
envkronmental regulations.

12.    Implementation Strategy

WQ 12.0-1

The Water Quality Program will reduce the discharge of contaminants to waterways in the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River watersheds, which will reduce the concentration of contaminants at the drinking water pumps. An
improvement at the pumps will result in an improvement at the tap. To provide safe water at the consumer’s tap,
water agencies obtain source water of varying quality and then treat it as necessary to meet drinking water
standards. Because the Delta is not a pristine source, water drawn from the Delta is currently treated, and will
always need to be treated, before it is supplied to consumers. The value of the Water Quality Program is that the
program may reduce the mass of contaminants that must be removed at the treatment plant.

WQ 12.0-2

Please see common response 14.

!
CALFED Water Quality Program Plan                     WQ-47                          Response to Comments, Volume II

I
C- 028254

C-028254



WQ 12.0-3

Please see common responses 5 and 14.

WQ 12.0-4

Please see common response 9.

WQ 12.0-5

Source control is a key element in CALFED’s water quality improvement strategy. Specific pollution prevention
actions can be found in Table 3 ("Early Implementation Actions") and Table 4 ("Stage 1 Actions") in the June 1999
WQPP. CALFED plans to conduct pilot studies for integrated on-farm management of selenium in order to
develop and implement better source control management measures (paragraph 2 on page 12-5 in the June 1999
WQPP). Tables 3 and 4 have been removed from the WQPP; however, similar information is found in the
Implementation Plan.

WQ 12.0-6

Please see common responses 2 and 4.

WQ 12.0-7

Please see common response 14.

WQ 12.0-8

Please see common response 2.

WQ 12.0-9

Please see common response 2.

WQ 12.0-10

Studies, research, and incentives for implementation of water quality actions directed toward a water quality
agency would augment that agency’s effectiveness in developing the appropriate levels of protection or methods
by which reduction can be made in the most cost-effective manner. Directed actions are intended to support work
already in progress. CALFED agencies participate in the CALFED consortium, understanding that CALFED
has no authority to direct an agency or private party. In the case of low DO, CALFED is supporting work
initiated by the RWQCB; in effect, the CALFED Program is protecting industrial interests by supporting good
science and tool development.

WQ 12.0-11

Figures 15 and 16 in Chapter 12 in the WQPP were flow paths of studies and actions, not decision trees. The path
is as follows: after a project action has been included in the programmatic environmental document and that
document is adopted, the action is either grouped as a study or a physical process. Studies are further grouped by
types of solutions. Results of the study parameters or study results are directed to expert panels. If the studies lead
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to physical such as source control, those need to be documented in a supplementalprocesses, processesmay
programmatic environmental document, if the process is not already included. Once included in a programmatic
environmental document, actions are grouped by type. Before actions can be implemented, project-specific
environmental documentation must be provided. These figures have been removed from the WQPP; however,
similar information is contained in the Implementation Plan.

12.1 Introduction

WQ 12.1-1

CALFED effort will be devoted to achieving the most improvement in water quality at the least environmental
cost. Affordability is a key CALFED solution principle that must also be met. CALFED intends to develop
partnerships with farmers to make needed improvements in order to reduce conflict in the Bay-Deltasystem
without causing significant redirected impacts. CALFED funding assistance is an important means by which
redirected impacts are to be avoided.

12.3 Principles

WQ 12.3-1

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participatingbeam its respective authorities andagency
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. One primary purpose of CALFED is to facilitate the
collaborative and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better
address the of problems facing the Bay-Delta.range

CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.
CALFED will work with all entities in support of achieving its water quality goals.

Such will benefit the regulatory and regulated communities alike. The objective is to improve watersupport
quality with minimal economic impact on industry. Without CALFED support, development of remedial
methods would be the responsibility of the regulated community, and objectives would be based on information
available to the regulatory agencies in the time allowed.

WQ 12.3-2

CALFED is a cooperative, inter-agency effort involving many state and federal agencies with management or
regulatory responsibilities for the Bay-Delta. Each participating agency bears its respective authorities and
responsibilities, independent of CALFED efforts. A primaryof CALFED is to facilitate the collaborativepurpose
and cooperative use of these authorities and responsibilities, as well as CALFED resources, to better address the
range of problems facing the Bay-Delta.

CALFED does not possess independent, regulatory authority over water quality. However, CALFED does
recognize the need for participating agencies to exercise their responsibilities with regard to water quality.
CALFED will work with all entities in of achieving its water quality goals. CALFED acknowledges thesupport
primacy of existing water quality agencies and does not seek to impose any new tier of governance.
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WQ 12.3-3

Peer review and adaptive management described by the WQPP is intended to address the science behind the most
effective ways to solve individual water quality problems within the CALFED solution area. CALFED
acknowledges the primacy of existing water quality agencies and does not seek to impose any new tier of
governance, by review of regulatory methods or any other regulatory work.

WQ 12.3.0.4

Targets developed by the Water Quality Technical Group are for the use of prioritizing CALFED projects and
have no influence on regulatory water quality levels. Regulatory water quality levels are developed under specific
methodology to ensure proper levels of regulation.

WQ 12.3-4

As a nonregulatory entity, CALFED has no authority to impose its water quality targets as mandatory standards
or to enforce any such standards, although some of its constituent agencies do have regulatory authority. Water
quality regulations are formulated through processes that are external to the CALFED process. CALFED’s
practice is to adopt as its objectives appropriate standards as they are established by the regulatory agencies. The
TMDL process, involving the EPA, and the SWRCB and the RWQCBs, is an example of a separate regulatory
activity that can influence CALFED Program objectives. CALFED recommends that interested parties become
involved with these regulatory processes, as public involvement is incorporated into these processes.

Under the authority of the SWRCB and the RWQCBs, waters of the state are not to be degraded, except where
avoidance of such degradation is not in the best interest of the public. Under the SWRCB and RWQCBs
monitoring of waste discharges is established (for permitted dischargers). Monitoring is intended to reflect the
quantity and quality of the discharge. In the event that grab sampling cannot produce this assurance, composite
(or continuous) samplers are employed. Through such sampling, regulatory agencies, such as the RWQCB,
determine compliance for TMDL implementation programs. All of these activities will remain at the regulatory
agency level and will not directly involve CALFED. CALFED maintains a supportive role in producing
technically justifiable TMDLs and monitoring of ambient water to determine ecological suitability.

WQ 12.3-5

CALFED is committed to fttlf’tlling its goal of providing good quality water for all beneficial uses. As applied to
drinking water, the long-term water quality objectives are for a TOC concentration of 3.0 mg/L and a bromide
level of 50 ~g/L, or an equivalent level of public health protection to be provided by a cost-effective combination
of alternate source water, source control, and treatment. Although no specific salinity objectives have been
developed to support agricultural and urban uses, stakeholders have recommended salinity targets of 220 mg/L
and 150 mg/L TDS to support agricultural uses and to enhance opportunities for wastewater recycling and
groundwater conjunctive use. In full’riling its commitment, CALFED is obligated to abide by its solution
principles, including the principles that the solutions must be implementable and affordable; therefore, CALFED
is inherently committed to assuring the technical feasibility and cost effectiveness of its actions.

!
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12.4 Early Implementation Actions

WQ 12.4-1

The discrepancies have been reconciled.

12.5 Stage 1 Actions

WQ 12.5-1

The source control actions planned for Stage I will certainly reduce inputs of pollutants into Delta waters and will
result in continual improvement in the qualky of these waters as the actions proceed, as compared to the skuation
that would exist in the absence of the Program. Through Stage 1 and Phase I of Program implementation,
CALFED will proceed toward achieving its drinking water quality objectives. CALFED ecosystem restoration
actions may have the potential for degrading water quality, at least over the near term. The pilot testing, and
monitoring and assessment that will accompany each of these actions will determine whether any negative water
quality impacts are occurring. If this should prove to be the case, mitigation measures will be implemented to
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Potential mitigation measures might include actions such as
impounding water to reduce impacts of turbidity and treating discharges to remove metals, organic carbon, or
other undesirable constituents. Impacts of increasing population will indeed present water quality challenges, with
or without the CALFED Program. Increasing urbanization will result in greater volumes of urban stormwater
discharges into the Bay-Deka estuary system, increased discharges of treated wastewater, increased airborne sources
of water quality degradation, and increased likelihood of accidental spills of toxic materials into the waterways of
the estuary. The CALFED Program will be involved in planning for development projects and will make
recommendations for source prevention, source control, and treatment of these discharges as appropriate. While
the CALFED Program is intended to reduce conflicts among beneficial uses of the waters of the Bay-Delta estuary,
it has been acknowledged from the outset that not all problems associated with water supply, water quality and
water management in California can be solved through the CALFED Program. The Program can, however, exert
leadership toward the goal of optimum management of the state’s water resources.

WQ 12.5-2

The Programmatic EIS/EI~R is intended to establish an overall framework within which detailed project planning
and implementation will go forward. It is therefore appropriate and necessary that detail is lacking from the
programmatic document. CALFED is committed to the principle of continuous improvement in the water
quality of the Bay-Delta estuary until these waters are of good quality to support all beneficial uses, including
drinking water supply. CALFED is also committed to ongoing stakeholder involvement in planning and
implementing effective water quality improvement actions. CALFED has recently formed a Delta Drinking
Water Council comprised of interested stakeholders, including suppliers of drinking water taken from the Delta.
The Council, supported by a committee of stakeholder technical experts and by independent scientists as needed,
will advise CALFED management on implementation of effective drinking water quality actions. The scope of
planned drinking water quality actions is by no means limited to source control, although some source control
actions were given high priority for implementation because they could be rapidly implemented, because
implementation costs can be lower than for more complex actions, and because they are expected to produce
measurable resuks in terms of reduced loadings of constituents.,
Currently proposed CALFED’source control actions are likely to be somewhat limited in their capacity to
improve Delta water quality. On the other hand, safe drinking water is presently being produced from the Delta,
as defined by the current ability to meet drinking water standards. If drinking water regulations were to remain
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unchanged, it is probable that safe drinking water could continue to be produced from the Delta, even without
CALFED actions. It is not yet clear what level of source water quality improvement will be necessary to meet
CALFED drinking water quality goals, as it cannot now be determined what future standards will need to be met
or schedule for needed changes. CALFED’s adaptive management approach is designed to be responsive to
changing needs and conditions, to arrive at solutions that fit future needs. If meeting these needs requires further
actions, these actions are within the scope of the Program.

WQ 12.5-3

A fundamental tenet of the CALFED Program is to develop cooperative relationships among all stakeholders, to
pursue the common good of reducing the conflicts in the bay-Delta estuary system. Closely linked with this
concept is emphasizing voluntary efforts over compulsion. The Program will achieve maximum success if all
parties are dedicated to its success, and this dedication is most likely to come if the benefits of solving our problems
are emphasized. Still, being successful will mean that a number of actions must take place whether all involved
parties agree or not. Therefore, regulatory enforcement and other means of securing needed outcomes are
available in situations where cooperative, voluntary efforts are not applicable or sufficiently effective.

Detailed impact analysis will be conducted as specific projects are developed during the implementation phase of
the CALFED Program. These impacts will be documented as required by law, and mitigation measures will be
identified and implemented as appropriate--as a condition of proceeding with projects. Financial assistance to
enable water treatment upgrades is within the scope of the Program.

WQ 12.5-4

Additions to the list of CALFED drinking water quality actions will be developed with stakeholder involvement
through the Drinking Water Constituent Work Group and the Deka Drinking Water Council.

WQ 12.5-5

CALFED is committed to continuous improvement in water quality for all beneficial uses of Delta waters,
including drinking water supply. CALFED’s commitment to drinking water quality improvement is to assure
Deka waters can be feasibly and cost-effectively treated to meet current and future standards to protect public
health, while avoiding significant redirected impacts of its actions. Therefore, inherent in CALFED planning is
the need to improve water quality and avoid water quality degradation as a condition of being able to proceed with
Program implementation. CALFED analyses indicate that, when the Program is implemented, the quality of
water diverted from the Delta will b.e at least as good as would be the case in the absence of the CALFED
Program. CALFED water quality actions will be geared toward maximizing this improvement. Therefore, long-
term negative water quality impacts on diverters of Deka waters should not resuk from CALFED actions,
although short-term impacts are possible as a result of such factors as construction activities and the effects of
normal year-to-year hydrologic variations on CALFED actions. Impacts of this nature resulting from CALFED
activities would be subject to disclosure in project-specific environmental documentation and subject to mitigation.

Stakeholders have recommended that CALFED establish salinity targets and interim water quality milestones.
The need for such targets and milestones is to be considered by the Delta Drinking Water Council, the primary
stakeholder advisory group to the CALFED drinking water program.

Water quality actions currently planned for Stage 1 of Program implementation are not likely to result in
significant changes in the mix of sea water and flesh water in the Delta. Accordingly, salinity improvements from
the currently envisioned Program are expected to be modest, although perhaps significant. CALFED recognizes

CALFED Water Quality Program Plan WQ-52 Response to Comments, Volume II

C--028259
(3-028259



the importance of controlling salinity to enhance wastewater recycling and groundwater conjunctive use. This
need will be taken into account as the Program evolves. The scope of the CALFED Program is sufficient to enable
consideration of means of reducing sea water and fresh water mixing in the Deka, if that should prove necessary
to the success of the Program.

WQ 12.5-6

Neither the list of actions nor the time frame are cast in concrete, as the commentor asserts. The list of actions
has been amended to reflect changes in proposed activities listed in individual sections in the WQPP. Time frames
by which projects can be started depend on funding and agreement from stakeholder and Evenagencygroups.
prioritization will depend on previously mentioned work groups. Text associated with these tables has been
revised to note the changeable nature of the tables, subject to revision according to CALFED adaptive
management.

WQ 12.5-7

The Water Quality Program does not involve any components intended to alter the salinity in the Suisun Marsh
area. Modeling (see Section 5.3 in the Programmatic EIS/EIR) shows negligible changes in salinity near Port
Chicago (the edge of Suisun Bay).

12.6 Linkages

WQ 12.6-1

At the current programmatic level of detail, broad linkages Program elements have been identified, suchamong
as potential negative impacts of ecosystem restoration actions on drinking water quality. It is true that linkages
among Program elements must be specified in much greater detail; however, much of the needed specificity can
occur only when detailed actions are planned during the implementation phase of the Program. The
programmatic document was not intended to identify all linkages and relationships among CALFED actions; it
is intended to establish an overall framework within which the needed specificity will be created. CALFED is
committed to identifying Program linkages in significantly greater detail as Program detail emerges through the
implementation planning process.

12.7 Management and Governance

WQ 12.7.0-1

Any project actions taken prior to legislative authorization for CALFED to contract on its own will be conducted
through existing agencies and will be subject to current laws and regulations. The implementation schedule is
discussed in WQ 12.5-5.response

12.7.1 Water Quality Program

WQ 12.7.1-1

No state or federal is required to take action based on any CALFED work group or council decision. Allagency
state and federal agencies have individual mandates and authorities that CALFED cannot override.
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12.7.3 Water Quality Policy Team

WQ 12.7.3-1

CALFED recognizes efforts are in progress through the CVRWQCB, with the assistance of urban water agencies,
to develop a Drinking Water Protection Policy. The Delta Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider
whether to recommend CALFED policy-level and financial support for development of a Drinking Water
Protection Policy. A recommendation from the Council would go to the BDAC and CALFED management for
a decision.

12.7.5 Delta Drinking Water Council

WQ 12.7.5-1

The Delta Drinking Water Council is being formed as a subcommittee of the BDAC as required under federal law
pertaining to public involvement. CALFED has invited the participation of stakeholders representing Contra
Costa Water District, Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency, Helix Water District, Solano County Water
Agency, City of Los Angeles, The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, and Santa Clara Valley
Water District. While the Council will report directly to the BDAC, Council representatives also will be invited
to appear before the CALFED Policy Group as appropriate when Council recommendations are being considered.
It is anticipated that the Council will play a strong role in recommending drinking water quality matters for Policy
Group consideration and adoption. In the event that the Policy Group should, on occasion, decide not to follow
the recommendations of the Council, it is anticipated that clear reasons for not accepting Council
recommendations will be provided.

WQ 12.7.5-2

Invitations for membership on the Delta Drinking Water Council have been sent to key stakeholders, including
representatives of agencies producing and distributing drinking water taken from various locations in the Delta.
This group is intended to be a close working group that will provide the needed coordination of drinking water
agency and CALFED actions to efficiently pursue improvement of public health protection. Representation on
the Council was designed to enhance this coordination. As drinking water considerations are critical to the future
of the Bay-Delta system, the Council is composed of a range of stakeholders who will be affected by CALFED
actions directed at drinking water quality improvement. This representation is considered proportionate and
appropriate.

WQ 12.7.5-3

The Delta Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider the need for a dedicated Water Quality Account to
fund drinking water actions. The Council may recommend to the CALFED Policy Group that such an account
be established.

WQ 12.7.5-4

The Delta Drinking Water Council will be asked to consider whether to recommend interim water quality
milestones for adoption by the CALFED Policy Group. If the Council has done its work and the Policy Group
has adopted interim water quality milestones by the time of finalizing the Programmatic EIS/EIR, the milestones
will be included in the final Programmatic EIS/EIR.
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12.7.7 Water Quality Technical Group

WQ 12.7.7-1

Please refer to response WQ 1.5-1 for a response to this comment.

WQ 12.7.7-2

Capturing stormwater flows for groundwater recharge is an excellent idea and one that wRl be studied in the
CALFED Integrated Storage Investigation. Among the issues addressed will be the feasibility ofcapturing storm
flows and infiltrating the stormwater into the groundwater without causing adverse effects on soil conditions or
on groundwater. The faster that water is allowed to infiltrate (usually through a coarse soil such as sand), the
higher the likelihood of contamination of the aquifer from the infiltrated water. In the Central Valley, raising
groundwater levels can be helpful in most places. We must be careful not to mobilize toxics with a higher water
table. The investigation should address these issues.

WQ 12.7.7-3

The use of rule marshes and other detention basins is being considered for the reduction of toxic contaminants
in the stormwater treatment evaluation. CALFED has not yet funded these studies but may contribute to studies
of this nature in the future. Some of the main concerns that need to be answered are whether contaminants
filtered out of stormwater in such systems render the detention basin or tule marsh more ecologically damaging.
In terms of groundwater infiltration, such marshes on the perimeter of the Delta frequently have clay soils that
promote retention of water--which makes the marsh but also precludes infiltration of water.

WQ 12.7.7-4

CALFED does not have authority over water rights and cannot change overdraft practices that have led to
depletion of the aquifers. However, CALFED is promoting some actions that are designed to reduce the need for
releases to meet a salinity standard in the San Joaquin River. CALFED does not have authority over releases from
any water containment system and therefore is not able to offer assurances on how releases are made. CALFED
does not impose regulatory criteria in the river, but CALFED may particip.ate in studies to support technically
defensible salinity goals in the river. If salinity goals, or some regulatory equivalent, are met at all points in the
river, releases would not be required. To this end, the WQPP proposes activities that would remove salt from
agricultural return or drain water. Reusing drain water to its fullest will also reduce salinity by conserving flows
in the fiver.

WQ 12.7.7-5

Although groundwater recharge is being contemplated, environmental reviews and feasibility studies have not been
completed. In those activities, water quality will be considered. In addition to salts and metals, pI-I, hardness,
pathogens, and other contaminants will be evaluated. It is essential that aquifers not be contaminated and that
existing water purveyors be protected.

!
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2.8    Finance Strategy

WQ 12.8-1

The CALFED drinking water objective is to protect the health of consumers by pursuing measures such as source
control, alternate source waters, and treatment. To fully protect public health, the water must be safe to drink
when it arrives at the taps of consumers. Accordingly, actions that may affect all parts of the system from source
waters, through treatment, to delivery of finished drinking water to consumers is within the identified scope of
the CALFED Program. The appropriate division of investments among the various approaches must be
determined with the involvement of the stakeholders. The Delta Drinking Water Council and the BDAC are
venues through which public involvemem is enabled. CALFED welcomes all interested parties to participate in
helping to determine the most appropriate emphases for correcting drinking water problems associated with Delta
waters.

WQ 12.8-2

Wastewater recycling through groundwater recharge and other means is a high priority for CALFED.
Accordingly, studies of health effects associated with such projects are within the scope of activities in which
CALFED may participate.

WQ 12.8-3

As stated previously, CA.LFED actions are intended to add scientific and economic consideration to the
development of water quality objectives and to control measures. This is evident in the role of CALFED in the
low DO efforts in the San Joaquin River. CALFED is paying for the technical investigation of causes and sources
of oxygen-depleting substances and is proposing to fund investigation of their control. The adaptive management
process used by the Low DO Group simply changes focus toward more effective studies or systems and does not
compromise assurances gained in the process. In doing so, it is intended that the new studies and control systems
adhere to sound technical credibility. All of these processes are open to interested parties, to ensure that individual
assurances are not jeopardized by advancing science.

12.9 Adaptive Management Strategy

WQ 12.9.0-1

The list of actions on pages 114 through 118 in the June 1999 Revised Phase r[ Report are abbreviated summaries
of Stage 1 actions that are intended to be completed in the first 7 years of the Program. Early implementation
actions pages 12-17 and 12-18 in the June 1999 WQPP are actions that are intended for implementation within the
first 2 years of the Program. The latter table (Table 3) provides much greater detail on the intended actions. These
actions were meant to correspond to specific summaries of activities listed in the June 1999 Revised Phase II
Report. Upon review, some early implementation actions may not have been adequately described in the June
1999 Revised Phase H Report summaries. Through the stakeholder process, some other early implementation
actions have been moved up in priority. These priority changes were not reflected entirely in the June 1999
Revised Phase II Report. The two lists have been further reviewed and revised for accuracy in the Revised Phase II
Report. Tables 3 and 4 have been deleted from the WQPP; however, similar information can be found in the
Implementation Plan.
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I WATER TRANSFER PROGRAM PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

!
I 0. General Responses

I
WT 00-1

I
Requiring water suppliers to meet water use efficiency requirements in o.rder to participate in a water transfer will

I not likely impede a water market. This requirement, as currently discussed in the Water Use Efficiency Program
Plan, is that a water supplier will participate in urban or agricultural planning and implementation programs that
are administered by the California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC) and the Agricultural Water

I Management Council (AWMC). A key aspect of these programs focuses on the identification of feasible
conservation measures, not necessarily the immediate implementation. Therefore, a water supplier could easily
be in compliance with the council’s process prior to implementing all feasible conservation measures. They would

I then be able to participate in a water transfer by acquiring water (buyer) until feasible conservation measures can
be put in place or generating revenue (seller) to finance water conservation measures.

I WT 00-2

The Water Transfer Program Plan does not attempt to estimate the potential volume of water that may be

I transferred under any particular market conditions. Not only is it extremely difficult to understand the reaction
of buyers and sellers to market, water resource, and local conditions, it is also difficult to estimate how much water
could physically be transferred in a given year because of capacity constraints. The Water Transfer Program is

I intended to resolve issues regarding the functions of a market: operational and technical rules; third-party resource
protections, and conveyance opportunities. The Preferred Program Alternative does not include any specific
transfer as part of the Water Transfer Program. (Other elements of the CALFED Bay-Delta Program [CALFED

I Program], such as the Ecosystem Restoration Program, do identify water transfer actions. These actions will obtain
temporary water supplies for in-stream flow purposes and will be subject to project-specific environmental
compliance when willing sellers are identified.)

I                                                               WT 00-3

I Water transfers are based on the premise of a voluntary transaction between a willing seller and a willing buyer.
Transfers on this basis have been occurring for several years. The Water Transfer Program simply seeks to
improve the structure in which this current water transfer market operates. CALFED is not in the business of

I developing specific water transfer proposals (except for programs funded through CALFED that may seek to
purchase water from willing sellers to augment in-stream flows). Specific transfer proposals will continue to be
developed by local interests interested in participating in a water market.

I CALFED is not attempting to discourage or promote particular water transfers intended to move water from one
area of the state to another. CALFED is not halting water transfers until such time as new storage is developed.

I CALFED is not implementing actions that would result in mandatory or uncompensated water transfers.

Many stakeholders have expressed concern that CALFED will promote transfers that violate water rights

I established in the California Water Code, adversely affecting both local surface water and groundwater resources.
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¯
This concern is groundless. The Water Transfer Program entails changes, clarifications, and enhancements toI
approval procedures, operational requirements (e.g., reservoir refill and carriage water requirements), and analysis
and disclosure requirements. Nothing in the program changes existing water rights or other California Water Code¯
provisions such as the "no injury" rule, authorizes inappropriate transfers, or stops appropriate transactions.

CALFED agencies with transfer approval jurisdiction intend to add a new condition that will require transfer¯
proponents to provide an analysis of potential groundwater impacts. This information will result in increased
understanding of groundwater impacts that may be associated with a proposed transfer and allow for approval,
conditioning, or denial of the proposal by the appropriate regulating entity based on information that may have¯
otherwise not been provided.

It shoutd also be noted that, as of October 1999, Governor Davis has signed legislation (Senate Bill [SB] 970) that¯
includes additional water rights protection provisions. The author of this bill, Senator Jim Costa, intended theseI
provisions to provide additional water rights protection to those who offer their water for temporary transfer to
other users, including the environment. The CALFED agencies believe that this bill sufficiently addresses the issue¯
of whether additional water rights protection is needed. It should be noted that SB 970 also attempted to shorten
and streamline the approval process administered by the State Water Resouices Control Board (SWRCB).

WT 00-4 I
A viable water market exists today--"interim rules" already are in place. As discussed in Section 2 in the Water¯
Transfer Program Plan, hundreds of thousands of acre-feet of water are transferred between various water usersI
throughout the state each year. Nevertheless, certain problems with water transfers are yet to be fully resolved.
In this context, the CALFED agencies developed the Water Transfer Program. The program focuses on resolving¯
these problems while facilitating the further development of the water market.

For instance, statutes and rules governing water transfers exist at both the state and federal levels, but in the¯
absence of case law or SWRCB precedent, everyone does not agree with their interpretation and application by
the entities granted jurisdictional authority. CALFED has identified programmatic-level actions to clarify and
standardize these rules. Because the rules are complex and each transfer situation is unique, it could take several¯
months to years to make changes to the existing rules and procedures. In the meantime, deliberations at theI
SWRCB on specific water transfers may help to provide more immediate clarity on interpreting a few provisions
of the California Water Code.                                                                                I

¯
Additional related information is found in responses WT 4-7 and WT 4.5.1-2.

WT 00-5 I
CALFED is a consortium of state and federal agencies with water or environmental management responsibilities¯
in the Bay-Delta system. Therefore, the decision makers of CALFED are the same agencies that are active in
discussing water transfer matters in forums outside CALFED. As part of CALFED, these same agencies are
working together to better define and disclose their water transfer policies and procedures, thus allowing CALFED¯
to find opportunities for improvement. However, as CALFED works toward solutions, stakeholders continue
to bring water transfer issues before the SWRCB and the California Legislature, hoping for rapid changes to be
implemented. Unfortunately, these actions take time and energy away from these same agencies participating as¯
part of CALFED. In the absence of specific policy direction and/or authority to do otherwise, particular!
CALFED agencies will operate under their current policies and positions. CALFED’s objective is to facilitate
consensus that may lead to changes in these policies when and where they may be appropriate.                     I
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WT 00-6

Performance criteria developed for the Water Transfer Program will consist of ensuring that actions identified in
Section 4 in the Water Transfer Program Plan are implemented, including establishment and funding of a
clearinghouse and adoption by state and federal approving agencies of additional impact disclosure requirements.
In essence, a performance crkerion could be developed for each of the actions listed in Section 4 in the program
plan. These performance criteria should be able to be easily met and implemented.

WT OO-7

As stated in other sections in the Programmatic EIS/EIR, the Preferred Program Alternative does not include land
fallowing as a direct means of obtaining water supplies. Land fallowing, however, may result from locally initiated
water transfer proposals, Ecosystem Restoration Program actions, and Levee System Integrity Program actions.
Several of these actions are intended to improve habitat and levee integrity but are not included as a water supply
measure. Any changes to the use of water associated with these lands would need to be discussed with the water
rights holder at the time of the specific action.

WT 00-8

The Programmatic EIS/EIR does not include a description of historical transfers and their benefits to both the
buying and selling participants and regions, but substantial benefits for all parties can be achieved from properly
designed and executed water transfers. Not only can a transfer provide a revenue stream for one-time capital
expenditures, it can also provide a useful revenue stream to assist economic sustainability and regional water
resource goals for a community--if proactively planned with the appropriate project ~ownership."

WT 00-9

Water transfers involve a change in the use of water rights on a temporary orbasis. For transferspermanent
subject to SWRCB jurisdiction, the water rights holder must petition for a change. CALFED has no intention of
changing this basic premise. Generally, a water user who is provided water through a water right held by a water
supplier does not have the authority to transfer that water without the water rights holder’s (supplier’s)
permission. In the case of the Central Valley Project (CVP), federal law allows for "user’-initiated transfers, but
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), as a practical matter, still gives the district-specific oversight
authority prior to federal approval.

WT 00-10

Parties proposing water transfers need to be able to document how much water is to be made available for transfer
and what action or actions are responsible for that availability. Such assessments require proponents to satisfy the
queries of other legal users that "real" water is available. The bestto accomplish this is through comprehensiveway

measurement systems that document water movement throughout a particular system--whether that be a
reservoir, a district delivery system, or a farmer’s irrigation system. Documentation does not necessitate metering
of field delivery.every

WT 00-11

Water transfers are one of several water management tools included in the Preferred Program Alternative.
CALFED is assuming that the current water market will continue to function and, with CALFED’s
improvements, will be in the future. However, other of the Program do not depend on changesstronger aspects
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to the existing water market. Even given the existing water market, CALFED’s other actions will still be
implementable and will move the State toward a long-term solution.

WT 00-12

Parties proposing water transfers need to be able to document how much water is available for transfer and what
action or actions result in that availability. Such assessments allow proponents to demonstrate that "real" water
is available. Water currently flowing to degraded groundwater or salt sinks is an ideal example of real water that
can be conserved and made available to transfer. Other examples include reservoir reoperations, land fallowing,
and conjunctive use. Regardless of the method used to make water available for transfer, the transfer must satisfy
the California Water Code’s "no injury" rule with respect to legal users of water, including in-Delta water rights
holders.

WT 00-13

This comment speculates on the possible outcome of Phase 8 of the SWRCB’s Bay-Delta proceedings. The Water
Transfer Program Plan makes no assumption about any specific result of that proceeding with respect to water
allocations. The program plan assumes only that a voluntary, willing seller/willing buyer water transfer market
is part of the water management landscape in California and will continue to be an important tool for water
management in the future. The program also acknowledges that water transfers in and of themselves do not create
additional water supply, but they do play a role in a complete solution to the long-term water management
problems of the state. This issue is also addressed in the components on water use efficiency, conjunctive use, and
storage.

WT 00-14

The existing water market indicates that the price paid to the seller ranges from $20 to $200 an acre-foot. It is likely
that increased competition for the limited amount of water made available by willing sellers will raise these prices.
However, it is very unlikely that this price will increase so high that no one will be farming. This is primarily
because of other options, such as water conservation, water recycling, and even sea water or brackish water
desalting that become more competitive as the price for water on the market increases. These options also can be
more reliable as a local supply and have other advantages over water transfers.

Furthermore, according to the Department of Water Resources’ (DWR’s) Bulletin 160-98, the demand for
municipal and industrial (M&I) water will be about 40 percent of total agricultural use in 2020. Even if all M&I
demand was met with agricultural transfers, it would not put agriculture out of business.

WT 00-15

The CALFED Program’s proposal to in part condition the construction of new storage on making improvements
in the structure of the water transfer market is likely to be satisfied by implementing the actions described in the
Water Transfer Program Plan. There are no target quantities in this proposed condition. The condition could be
satisfied, for instance, by implementing the water transfer information clearinghouse, clarifying definitions of
transferable water, and having agencies adopt additional disclosure requirements.

!
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WT 00-16

The requirement to show efficient use by both the buyer and the seller in a water transfer transaction is based on
the that all should be in the efficient feasible discussed in thepremise udingwaterusers water most (asmanner
Water Use Efficiency Program Plan). This requirement would be satisfied by a seller being in compliance with
planning and implementation guidelines developed and administered by the CUWCC and the AWMC.

Furthermore, CALFED is not involved in the Colorado River 4.4 Plan negotiations or in any legislation relating
to it.

WT 00-17

CALFED has included actions the California market of severalto improve current water as one water
management tools to help improve water supply reliability for all uses. Therefore, the working definition of a
water market is simply that which exists already. CALFED is not trying to create a new market in order to shift
substantial volumes of from seller Vast of do need be transferred forbuyers.water to amounts water not to a

"market" to exist. CALFED is trying to improve processes and protocols that provide the oversight in order to
ensure that the existing market functions more effectively.

1.1 Why CALFED Has Included Water Transfers in the Preferred Program Alternative

WT 1.1-1

Attachment 1 to the Water Transfer Program Plan lists the participants in the Bay-Delta Advisory Committee’s
(BDAC’s) Group. group met monthly over a year, AugustWater TransferWork The for from 1997 until
November 1998. Although the participation of members listed in the attachment fluctuated, most were present
at one or more of the 14 meetings held. This group was instrumental in helping to identify issues and constraints

to develop potential options.and anddiscuss solution

WT 1.1-2

The Water Transfer Program Plan does not propose any changes to current legal requirements for water transfers,
except that specified information regarding a proposed transfer would be provided to the Water Transfer
Clearinghouse and, some cases, proponents mayto provide some impact assessments.in need additional The
clearinghouse would not have any regulatory authority over a transfer (see response WT 4.4.1-10). The program
plan recognizes that water transfers must be developed by local interests and will be subject to local control and

also federal and law and the of the SWRCB.approval,subject applicable regulatoryjurisdictionto state

1.2    The Role of Water Transfers in Water Management

WT 1.2-1

As described in this section in the Water Transfer Plan, transfers considered be ofProgram water are to one many
water supply management tools available to help resolve current water conflicts. Water transfers are based on the
premise of "willing seller/willing buyer" and will continue to help meet water supply needs as hydrology and
regulations to change. However, are on willingness to cannotcontinue becausemarkets based the sell, CALFED
readily predict the quantity of water that may be made available for sale under different conditions. Even without
this information, the CALFED agencies believe that it is inaccurate to assume that water transfers are a threat to
responsible planning. Responsible planning a precept Program as ais fundamental of theCALFED and, result,
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CALFED has developed the Preferred Program Alternative that combines numerous complex and inter-linked
actions to resolve a statewide problem. Additional related information is found in responses WT 1.2-8 and
WT 4.4-2.

WT 1.2-2

The potential benefits offered by water transfers identified in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan are
not applicable in all cases nor in all regions of the state. Each benefit, however, is a legkimate one that has been
achieved by one or more transfers in the past. CALFED does not assume that any future water transfers would
provide all of these benefits. Benefits will be case specific. In other words, some water transfers will be based on
actions that do not reallocate one beneficial use for another (for example, conservation of flows to saline sinks),
while other transfers are basically a reallocation of one use of water to another. Regardless of the type of transfer,
all water transfers are subject to state and federal laws intended to protect other legal water users (including
groundwater users) and the environment from adverse impacts due to the transfer.

Furthermore, CALFED recognizes that water transfers are not a source of "new" water. Rather, they are a
mechanism to allow water to move between water rights holders and other users, including the environment.
Refer to response WT 1.2-4 for additional information.

WT 1.2-3

As described in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, one of the primary benefits of water transfers
is "helping to relieve the mismatch.., by moving water available in one area to satisfy needs in another area." This
is a broad description for allowing the reallocation, on a temporary or permanent basis, of water diverted for one
use to be transferred for use elsewhere. Transfers shift existing water uses and generally do not resuk in additional
diversions from the environment, although they can result in a change in the timing of those diversions. (For
instance, if some water currently diverted to export regions for agricultural uses was transferred to an urban use
[also in the export area] through land fallowing or conservation activities, future demands for increased export
diversions to meet growing urban needs could be reduced, although existing diversions levels would remain
constant.)

This also means that water transfers can provide water for other uses within the same basin. Transfers do not
necessarily result in water moving out of a basin.

WT 1.2-4

Water transfers are simply the legal mechanism to move water between legal users of that water. If conservation
efforts reduce evaporation or reduce water flowing to unusable groundwater sources, it is the conservation effort
that creates the "new" water, not the transfer activity. This is an important distinction. The statutes and policies
that govern water transfers are based on how the water is made available to transfer, not on the simple fact that
there is a "transfer." For instance, water quantities expected to be made available through conservation, land
fallowing, reservoir reoperation, contract entitlement shifts, or other mechanisms need to satisfy particular tests
to ensure that those quantities truly exist and that they can legally be transferred from one user to another.
CALFED agrees that many mechanisms can create new water, but it is not the transfer that does so. It is the
method employed by the water user to implement a change in the place of use. The SWRCB treats a transfer
proposal as an application for a "change" of a water right. The transfer is simply the mechanism to move the water
made available through some action. ’
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WT 1.2-5

CALFED agrees that water transfers can result in the movement of water between uses with different economic
values. However, CALFED is not trying to direct a certain of market. A market needs to withtype operate
relative freedom to allow the value of water to users and the State’s economy to determine who is willing to sell,
who is willing to buy, and at what price. The Water Transfer Program is improving the framework within which
this market will continue to function (the policies, rules, and protocols). Some waterbe transferred frommay
"low-value" uses to "high-value" uses, if the willingness exists. This is a difficult scenario to evaluate in a
programmatic document. Therefore, the Water Management Strategy refinement process may be the more
appropriate location to perform different "willingness to sell" scenarios. This work is already underway and is
envisioned as a tool for helping to make decisions during Stage 1.

WT 1.2-6

The CALFED agencies do not believe that all water currently put to beneficial use in the Sacramento Valley will
be transferred to areas outside the Sacramento Valley. However, one of the Water Transfer Program objectives
is that more analysis and disclosure of potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, of water transfers be part
of the public debate on specific transfer proposals.

WT 1.2-7

Water transfers can be designed to on several different time frames. One-year, annual long-term, optionaloperate
shortage contingencies, and permanent transfer of water rights are all examples. The Owens Valley example cited
by many stakeholders as a reason to be concerned with protecting water rights is actually an instance of a

sale of water rights. Although the transfer of water rights still the majority ofpermanent permanent may occur,
transfers that have been happening and are anticipated by buyers and sellers are 1-year transfers and various types
of long-term arrangements with life spans of 5, 10, or 20 years. The current transfer provisions in the California
Water Code specify that transfers of this sort do not change the underlying water rights.

Furthermore, as of October 1999, Governor Davis has signed legislation (SB 970) that includes additional water
rights protection provisions. The author of this bill, Senator Jim Costa, intended these provisions to provide
additional water rights protections to those who offer their water for sale--helping to further ensure that water
rights held by many northern California interests would not be put at risk by offering water for temporary
transfer to other including the environment. The CALFED agencies believe that this bill removes the needusers,

for additional water rights protections.

WT 1.2-8

Water transfers will continue to be governed by California water rights law. Actions taken by the United States
other countries under such as the North American Free Trade Agreement will not undermine theor agreements

State’s system of water rights.

1.2.1 Relationship to Other Programs

WT 1.2.1-1

As described in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, the CALFED agencies believe that storage and
conveyance must be enhanced to allow transfers to play an optimal role in statewide water management (this
enhancement is described more 6ally in the Phase II Report). However, even without improvements instorage
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or conveyance, CALFED intends to resolve issues that constrain the existing transfer market, including such issues
as third-party impacts, operational rules, and approval processes.

WT 1.2.1-2

As described in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, the Preferred Program Alternative includes
several mechanisms to ensure that water is available for augmenting in-stream flows or for improving the health
of fisheries. One such mechanism is water transfers--purchasing water from a willing seller. The Water Transfer
Program is improving the framework within which transfers operate. The transfer program, however, is not where
specific water transfer needs are discussed. These and other mechanisms, including regulatory actions, fish screens,
flexibility in Delta operating standards, the Environmental Water Account, and habitat restoration--to name a
few--are discussed in other parts of the Preferred Program Alternative. The Water Transfer Program is evaluating
additional mechanisms described in Section 4 in the Water Transfer Program Plan, such as improved tracking and
monitoring protocols for water transferred to the environment and the possibility of establishing additional
protections for in-stream flows. CALFED sees water transfers and improvements in the water transfer framework
as one tool to be used in achieving the goal of a healthy ecosystem.

2. Water Transfers Defined

WT 2-1¯
As discussed in the sidebar in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, CALFF.D is not in the water
transfer business. Because of the Program’s focus on the structure and operation of the water market, analysis of
specific water transfers is not appropriate in this programmatic environmental document. As wRling sellers and
willing buyers continue to come together, individual transfer proposals will need to comply with state and/or
federal regulatory and environmental requirements. At such time, these transfers will necessarily undergo more
detailed analysis to ensure that water rights are protected, third-party impacts are appropriately handled, and
environmental impacts are avoided or mitigated.

2.1 Water Transfer Law and Policy: State and Federal

WT 2.1-1

The overview of water transfer law in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan was intended to be just
that, an overview. CALFED will consider expanding some aspects of the overview to try to articulate Central
Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) provisions and how they interact with state law, and to explain the
definition of "imported water" as used by the SWRCB.

WT 2.1-2

The CALFED Program does not have any legal or regulatory jurisdiction over transfers or over the application
of the "no injury" rule in state law. CALFED does not intend to recommend changes to the current system of
water rights as defined ha the California Water Code. The program plan recognizes and attempts to describe how
Water Code sections such as the "no injury" rule are generally applied by the regulatory agencies.

Individual water transfer proposals will be subject to applicable federal and state law and, in some cases, the
regulatory jurisdiction of the SWRCB. The SWRCB has no authority to directly address groundwater rights but
does consider impacts on groundwater users as part of its evaluation of "no injury" for specific water transfer
proposals.
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Furthermore, provisions in the Water Code do require water transfer proposals to satisfy groundwater
management requirements as one aspect of approval (for instance, Section 1745.10). Most proposed transfers do
not fall under these provisions, however.

To help with this situation, as stated in Section 4.4.2 in the Water Transfer Program Plan, CALFED is
recommending that agencies with review authority require transfer applicants to provide groundwater impacts
assessments prior to review of the application. This disclosure requirement is intended to provide analysis when
it otherwise may not be required.

WT 2.1-3

The CALFED Program does not have any legal or regulatory jurisdiction over transfers or over the application
of the "no injury" rule in state law. CALFED does not intend to recommend changes to the currentofsystem
water rights as defined in the California Water Code. Individual water transfer proposals will be subject to
applicable federal and state law and, in some cases, the regulatory jurisdiction of the SWRCB. CALFED is not
intending to one of transfer over another.promote type

3.3    Environmental, Socioeconomic, and Water Resources Protection

WT 3.3-1

The potential solution options identified for each issue in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan were
developed through numerous stakeholder and inter-agency meetings. The strategic plan of action to resolve each
of these issues is described in Section 4 in the program plan. For each issue, only one solution option was brought
forward. The selected option was the result ofmonths of stakeholder and CALFED meetings andmany agency
discussions. The solutions chosen typically do not fully satisfy all stakeholders and CALFED agencies. They do,
however, represent consensus solutions that provide some satisfaction to all parties. Most of these actions will not

require legislation and can be implemented within the existing framework of laws, statutes, and policies.

3.3.1 Third-Party Socioeconomic Impacts

WT 3.3.1-1

The potential for third-party water quality degradation inareas due to low-quality source water transferredexport
into the area is limited. This concern is generally resolved through requirements placed by the approving agency
(DWR, Reclamation, or SWRCB) on the source water provider to meet particular water quality requirements.
For instance, prior to directing transferred water into the California Aqueduct, DWR requires thetoproponent
ensure that the water being introduced passes particular water quality standards. Water quality requirements such
as these are generally the rule. In some skuations, however, the approving agency may allow the standards to be
violated, which result in some impacts. These circumstances will continue to be handled on a case-by-casemay
basis and do not lend themselves to a universal solution.

3.3.2 Groundwater Resource Protection

WT 3.3.2-1

The CALFED Program has developed a set of conjunctive use principles that articulate the need for local
ownership, local involvement, and local acceptance of conjunctive use projects--including a need to adequately
address third-party concerns. These principles can be found in the Phase II Report.
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3.3.5 In-Stream Flow (Section 1707) Transfers

WT 3.3.5-1

Water Code Section 1243 provides that the use of water for recreation and preservation and enhancement of fish
and wildlife resources is a beneficial use of water. When the SWRCB receives an application to appropriate water
for other beneficial uses, the SWRCB must notify the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), which
may make recommendations to the SWRCB regarding the amount of water required for the preservation and
enhancement of fish and wildlife resources. Pursuant to Sections 1243 and 1243.5 and the recommendation
received from DFG, the SWRCB may impose conditions on a permit or license for the preservation or
enhancement of fish and wildlife. However, Section 1243 does not authorize the SWRCB to receive an application
or issue a permit for an in-stream appropriation. An appropriative water right requires a diversion of water for
some reasonable and beneficial use.

Section 1707 provides that a water user entitled to the use of water, under any type of water right, may petition
the SWRCB for a change in purpose of use to preserve or enhance wetlands, fish, wildlife or recreation in or on
the water. The proposed use does not require a diversion of water. The SWRCB must make certain findings to
approve a Section 1707 change petition, including no increase in the amount of water used and no unreasonable
effect on another legal use of water. A Section 1707 transfer could result in the dedication of water held under any
type of water right to environmental purposes. Presumably, this could reduce the amount of water available for
downstream users, depending on the place and purpose of use of the water (for example, Delta outflow). The
SWRCB would need to make a finding that any such reduction in availability does not constitute an "unreasonable
effect" on another legal user of water.

3.4.1 Transferable Water and the "No Injury" Rule

WT 3.4.1-1

Several California court decisions over the past few decades have confirmed that the importer of water into an area
retains the right to use return flows and the right to capture and use imported water that has percolated to the
underground. This is in essence the concept of water banking. However, California law also distinguishes
between the use of groundwater on overlying lands and the appropriation of groundwater for use on, or transfer
to, nonoverlying lands. Such use is treated as an appropriation of groundwater and has a lower priority than
overlying use of groundwater. The water transfer rules of the CVPIA and the provisions in CVP water service
contracts appear to be consistent with these concepts.

Regarding return flows, CVP contracts typically provide that the United States retains the right to all seepage and
return flows that leave the contractor’s service area while recognizing the right of the contractor or those claiming
under the contractor to make reasonable and beneficial use of such water. Reasonable and beneficial use of such
water could include the transfer of such water but only if the water were otherwise transferable under State law--
which, in most cases, is subject to the "no injury" rule (i.e., that the transfer of the water should not injure another
legal user of water.)

It would appear that the potential for conflict between the federal and state law would arise not when the
contractor or a water user of the contractor proposed to transfer a saved return flow, but rather when the return
flow leaves the contractor’s service area and a downstream user claimed a right to such water as abandoned or
unappropriated against a claim of the United States that such water was still CVP water under the control of
Reclamation.
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With to groundwater, CVP contracts have typically provided, somewhat indirectly, that projectrespect water,
once it has percolated to the underground, is no longer considered to be CV-P water when it is pumped and used
by overlying landowners. The provision in question specifically deals with the case where groundwater is pumped
and used on lands that are not eligible for CVP water. By providing that such use is not deemed to be a furnishing
of project water to an ineligible user, the contract establishes the clear implication that water applied under a CVP
contract, once it has become percolating groundwater, is no longer project water. At that point, consequently,
state law on groundwater applies rather thanrules of federal law or contract.any

As noted above, the transfer of groundwater--if the place of use is not on overlying lands--is generally treated as
appropriation of groundwater. As general rule, only water surplus to the needs of the overlyinga userscan

be appropriated (transferred) or used on non-overlying lands. In an area where overlying use exceeds the safe yield
of the groundwater basin, no groundwater is available for appropriation or transfer, irrespective of the original

of the groundwater. Note that this is not inconsistent with the idea that the importer of water retains thesource
right of use of such water, even after it has percolated to the underground, only that the importer of such water
may not have the right to transfer such water to non-overlying lands. There are, of course, exceptions to these
rules, particularly in certain southern California basins, where the rules of mutualhave beenprescription applied
or where the groundwater basin has been adjudicated.

The application of these rules do not preclude the scenario posited in the comment wherein CVP SWaPa or

contractor takes measures on a district-wide basis to reduce the total amount of deep percolation resulting from
application of project water and then transfers the saved contractual entitlement. However, in many cases, such
a transfer would be subject to the "no injury" rule of Water Code Sections 1702, 1706, or 1725. This is a function
of state law, not federal rules, as the comment suggests. It should also be noted that, in general, one of the original
purposes of the CVP, particularly in the San Joaquin Valley, was to operate on a conjunctive use basis (i.e., to
provide surface water in of surplus that local water could their groundwater for in dryyears so users conserve use

years). The comment suggests that, but does not make clear how, federal water transfer rules are not consistent
with project purposes.

The comment also suggests that the development of a water transfer market would be encouraged or promoted
by treating the pumping and usage of groundwater incidentally recharged by the application or delivery of project
water to a CVP contract service area as a use of projectand charging for such water at the project water rate.water,
It is not clear how this could be consistent with state law. Neither the state nor the federal government has any
jurisdiction (with the exception of groundwater basins adiudicated under state law) to regulate or manage the
extraction of groundwater; noted above,the applied water has percolated to the underground, it losesas once any

characteristic of project water. As the comment notes, there are cases where local agencies, pursuant to state law,
manage their own groundwater basin, including the impositions of pump taxes or benefit assessments. Nothing
in the CVPIA the CVP water service contracts prohibits CVP contractors from implementing thesekindsor same
of programs. In fact, one of the examples cited in the comment is a CVP contractor.

WT 3.4.1-2

CALFED did not create the definitions or rules for saved or conserved water or the concept of "real water." This
section in the Water Transfer Plan to objectively describe how the law isProgram attempts existing interpreted
and applied by the agencies (primarily, the SWRCB, DWR, and Reclamation) with varying degrees of jurisdiction
over water transfers. The CALFED Program does not have any legal or regulatory jurisdiction over transfers or

the application of the "no rule of state law. The plan recognizes and to describeinjury"over program attempts
how the "no injury" rule is generally applied by the regulatory agencies. The program plan specifically recognizes
the difference in opinion among various interests as to how the "no injury" rule should apply to some types of
transfers and the differences in viewpoints about the transferability of saved or conserved water. The intent of the
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program plan is to identify and describe these issues and to propose solutions or solution processes that will
facilitate the further development of the already existing water transfer market, while protecting local water rights
and interests. Solutions are presented in Section 4 in the Water Transfer Program Plan, not in Section 3.

The comment accurately states the problem of interpretation of Water Code provisions by noting that, in the
Sacramento Valley, tailwater or return flows that are not recaptured for direct use by the diverter generally return
to the system. This fact directly highlights the problem of transferability of saved or conserved water, since one
of the tests of transferability is whether the water would be used downstream in the absence of the transfer (i.e.,
would return to the system). If so, the ~no injury" rule is applicable and the transfer could not be approved. The
comment states an interpretation of the "no injury" rule that is inconsistent with the interpretation made by the
SWRCB. Not all conserved or saved water is transferable. Saved or conserved water may be transferable if it
meets the transferability tests of other provisions of California water law, such as the "no injury" rule. The
seniority of a water right is irrelevant to the determination of the applicability of the "no injury" rule.

3.4.3 Operations Criteria and Carriage Water Requirements

WT 3.4.3-1

CALFED agrees that the following statement (on page 3-11 in the June 1999 Water Transfer Program Plan) is not
completely accurate and has deleted the sentence from the final document:

"The conveyance of transferred water may reduce Delta outflows, thereby requiring additional releases
from storage to maintain compliance with operating criteria."

3.4.4 Reservoir Refill Criteria

WT 3.4.4-1

The Water Transfer Program Plan accurately states that "Transferors of stored water contend that their actions
do not cause harm to other legal users of water." The CALFED agencies believe that the issue descriptions
adequately portray the issue. More emphasis should be placed on considering the solutions discussed in Section 4
in the program plan. The CALFED agencies are committed to standardizing the application of refill criteria
through stakeholder interaction. This will occur early during Stage 1 implementation.

3.5.2 Priority of Transferred Water in New Facilities

WT 3.5.2-1

CALFED has not addressed this issue. Currently, the Preferred Program Alternative (see the Phase II Report) does
not include a new conveyance facility. Therefore, discussions about how to pay for a portion of such a facility
to be available for water transfers is premature. Also see response WT 4.6.3-1.

4. Program Framework

WT 4-1

The Water Transfer Program Plan is CALFED’s strategic plan to improve the framework within which the water
market in Califonaia functions. Section 4 in the Water Transfer Program Plan describes several actions and
processes for resolving issues. These are necessarily programmatic in nature, since the current phase of the
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CALFED is also As stated in WT the California Water CodeProgram programmatic. response 00-4, existing
provisions and articles of the 1992 CVPIA contain the "rules" governing current market functions. CALFED
agrees that they need to be improved but disagrees that there is no viable market in the meantime. Many
stakeholders have commented thatdo the Water Transfer affect theirthey not want Programto adversely current
ability to transfer water.

CALFED agrees with the immediate need to continue to move toward resolution of all the issues described in
Section 3 in the Water Transfer Plan. The actions and in Section 4 in the describeProgram planprocesses program
the work plan that CALFED is following. Early implementation of some of these actions is feasible and is
currently underway. Otherwise, implementation is expected during the early years of CALFED’s Stage 1. More
detailed of of the actions have been included in the Water TransferPlan.descriptions many Program

WT 4-2

As described for many of the actions identified in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, stakeholder
involvement is critical to successful implementation of these actions. At this time, specific actions are described

level. This is in because of the need for stakeholder interactiondiscussonlyat programmatica part more to specific
components of each action. Plans for stakeholder involvement during Stage 1 are being developed and, in some
instances, are moving forward. For example, CALFED is working with the Bay-Delta Modeling Forum to

a public workshop to appropriate modeling estimating carriage waterfacilitate in order discuss tools for
requirements. Consensus on a tool will be reached only after such stakeholder interaction. Other actions will
require similar stakeholder involvement.

One of the reasons CALFED had limited stakeholder interaction during the few months prior to the release of
the Water Transfer Program Plan was because of a need to facilitate inter-agency discussions on several key issues
where CALFED have Clear disclosure of by DWR and Reclamationagencies jurisdiction. currentinterpretations
on particular Water Code provisions is essential for engaging stakeholders in useful interactions. Stakeholder
interaction will be increased for these types of issues during Stage 1 implementation.

WT 4-3

The is valid that CALFED participating in the development of solutions for water transferagenciesconcern
constraints have a conflict of interest, because they themselves participate in markets and have water rights to
protect. However, these agencies also have legal authority and responsibility for water transfers under state and
federal and be involved in the review and approval oftransfer CALFEDstatute, requiredare to water proposals.
hopes that actions described throughout this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan will help to eliminate
these concerns. For instance, developing standard definitions for transferable water is an important objective but

useful if those definitions with stakeholder interaction and debate. CALFEDdeveloped absolutelynotvery Are no

recognizes that the key to moving forward with a market is for all water rights interests to agree to standardized
procedures for determining transferability. This task means that federal agencies buying water for streamflow
would be the rules and definitionslocal entities. This task will be and willsubject publicto same as not easy
require time and dedication by stakeholders to engage in obiectlve discussions on such issues. As described ha
response WT 4-2, stakeholder interaction will be increased as we move into implementation stages. The actions
described in the final Water Transfer Plan remain Additional information is found inProgram programmatic.
response WT 00-4.
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I
WT 4-4 I

Consistent terminology is vital to overcoming concerns about water transfers and allowing legkimate issues to beIII
addressed. Through the implementation of actions described throughout this section in the Water Transfer
Program Plan, CALFED will strive to build standard, mutually agreeable language for water transaction-related
terms. This will most likely manifest itself through the development of a web-based water transfer application¯
system, where adherence to and understanding of terms are critical to successfully inform water transfer interests
about requirements, procedures, and protocols.

WT 4-5 I

CALFED is not promoting a "free" water transfer market. The Water Transfer Program actions are intended to¯
improve the structure of the current water market, including many regulatory protections and protocols. This
section in the Water Transfer Program Plan fully describes the programmatic actions CALFED will implement
during Stage 1 (after the signing of the Record of Decision [ROD] on a Final Programmatic EIS/EIR).

~
WT 4-6

The actions listed in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan are intended to result in similarI
improvements to the current water market.

WT 4-7 I

CALFED agencies, especially DWR, Reclamation, and SWRCB, are all actively participating in developing¯
CALFED’s Water Transfer Program. These agencies are committed to resolving differences, improving
coordination, and working with stakeholders to make necessary improvements in the existing water market
framework.

I
4.1    Objectives Governing the Development of Solution Options

WT 4.1-1 I

CALFED agrees that criterion number 3 on page 4-2 in the June 1999 Water Transfer Program Plan should state¯
that "Water rights of any legal user must not be impaired." This change has been incorporated.

WT 4.1-2

I
The objectives and criteria included in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan already embody this
principle.

I
4.4    Environmental, Socioeconomic, and Water Resources Protection Solutions

WT 4.4-1 I

As part of the effort to facilitate in-stream transfers under Water Code Section 1707, CALFED is developing¯
improved tracking and monitoring protocols to ensure that water designated for a particular downstream purpose
reaches its destination. California water law recognizes that multiple uses and benefits can be realized from the
same water. The water appropriation system allows downstream legal users of water to divert and put to beneficial¯
use any water that has been returned to a water system (abandoned) by an upstream water user. CALFED will
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formalize when and how those transferring water to the streams can use this provision totheirprotect
investments.

In addition, all water transfer proposals that involve local action or review by state or federal agencies needagency
to comply with appropriate environmental impact assessment requirements. This legal requirement will not be
affected by actions of the Water Transfer Program and, in many instances, should be enhanced.

WT 4.4-2

Actions included in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan are intended to increase the level of
protection for third-party interests and improve understanding of water transfer benefits and impacts. Actions such
as potential additional analysis could seem counter-productive to proponents, but they are really intended to
address the realities, fears, and perceptions of third-party and source area interests. CALFED is concerned that a
lack of information and understanding of transfer impacts result in further barriers to viable water transfers.
However, this same lack of information can allow irresponsible transfers to be approved, resuking in unnecessary
impacts to local It is CALFED’s belief that by being more forthright with information, transferresources.

proponents can alleviate many third-party concerns--by fully disclosing what may happen to local resources and
how such impacts will be avoided or mitigated. A water transfer market cannot function efficiently without a free
flow of information transfer and third-party interests. CALFED’s actions move toward thatamong proponents
long-term objective of a regulated and protective market that will provide local benefits, as well as benefits to the
buying and selling entity and region.

WT 4.4-3

CALFED that water transfers should not result in significant, unmitigated impacts on low-income farmagrees
workers. However, CALFED does not agree that a federally or state-mandated "tax" paid by proponents would
facilitate a water market; it may instead create an obligation that would discourage desirable transfers. (CALVED,
however, does not have authority over local entities that are able to enact requirements, such as a tax.)any
CALFED intends that efforts of the clearinghouse will help reduce the potential for adverse impacts to local work
forces by facilitating research and development of mitigation "tool boxes." Project-specific mitigation may or may
not include fees to be paid. A universal tax is inappropriate.

WT 4.4-10

This response has been consolidated with response WT 4.4.1-10. Please refer to this response for an answer to
your comment.

4.4.1 Water Transfers Information Clearinghouse

WT 4.4.1-1

As discussed in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, a clearinghouse would be created to perform
several functions. Through the facilitation and development of impact assessment tools and mitigation strategies,
the clearinghouse will be able to help third parties to ensure that their interests are considered in the evaluation
of water transfer proposals. The clearinghouse will develop a "toolbox" of mitigation strategies that will be useful
to local interests concerned about transfer impacts. The clearinghouse will also facilitate research regarding the
cause/effect relationships between changes in water management as a result of transfers and attributes such as local
groundwater resources, terrestrial habitats, and job base. The clearinghouse will also ensure that all information
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regarding a proposed transfer is publicly disclosed, so that local, state, and federal entities are better enabled to
make decisions with a full understanding of the proposed transfer.

WT 4.4.1-2

As referred to in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, the Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment,
and Research Program (CMARP) concurs with the need for development of baseline hydrologic surface water and
groundwater information. Through the CMARP and the information clearinghouse, such information will be
developed. This type of general information should provide transfer proponents as well as local interests with a
broader understanding of basic configurations and relationships of their local water resources. Additionally,
monitoring of specific water transfer projects will need to be included as part of each water transfer proposal. One
way to ensure that this information is included is by developing mitigation and monitoring tools, as described in
response WT 4.4.1-1, for use by project proponents and local and state agencies with jurisdiction over a specific
water transfer.

WT 4.4.1-3

The term "if necessary" in this sentence refers to whether the proponent needs such a toolbox of mitigation
strategies. The clearinghouse will include a toolbox to be used by proponents "if necessary."

WT 4.4.1-4

The clearinghouse described in the Water Transfer Program Plan will assist with disclosure of information through
the use of a web site. As applications are submitted to DWR, SWRCB, and/or Reclamation, the agencies will
forward the information to the clearinghouse for posting. (Currently, not all transfers are under the jurisdiction
of the SWRCB and may not be adequately noticed.) It will continue to be the responsibility of local interests to
monitor this information, to ensure that they know about proposed transfers that may affect them. The
clearinghouse may also provide a public forum, or ensure that one is provided, for a public discussion of proposed
transfers, as needed.

Legislation recently signed into law by Governor Davis (SB 970) adds provisions to the California Water Code
that impose some additional noticing requirements on transfer applicants.

Additional information is found in responses WT 4.5-1 and WT 4.5.1-1.

WT 4.4.1-5

The clearinghouse will assist with developing a better understanding of the relationships between water sources,
transfers, and various "externalities" (for example, third-party impacts). Improved understanding should help to
ensure that water transfers occur when there is appropriate support for them and that necessary impacts are
mitigated. The Water Transfer Program, however, is based on the current system of water rights in California;
current law does not require that water rights holders be responsible for all impacts of a transfer. CALFED
anticipates that, by development and disclosure of better information and research findings, impacts that may
occur from a water transfer are better known and issues about responsibility can be more easily resolved.

WT 4.4.1-6

CALFED agrees that disclosure of environmental impact information associated with a proposed
transfer--regardless of its intended use for agricultural, urban, or environmental purposes--is necessary. It is the
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intent that the clearinghouse, receipt of would all relevant information, allproposal, includingupon a post impact
reports, on a web site for public review. This posting is simply for disclosure purposes and does not initiate any
formal public review process. The reviewing and approving agencies (DWR, SWRCB, and Reclamation) would
provide the appropriate public involvement forums in accordance with existing legal requirements. In addition,
the web site will post all transfers, regardless of their purpose, when they are formally accepted for review by an
oversight agency.

WT 4.4.1-7

models facilitated by CALFED to collective of andAny developed improve understandinggroundwateror our

surface water interactions would necessarily be directed toward specific basins or groups of basins. CALFED does
not intend that one Central Valley model be developed.

WT 4.4.1-8

The intra-district transfers referenced in this section in the Water TransferPlan those thatwater Program are
happen when water users within a district transfer their surface water among each other. This type of transfer is
heavily practiced in districts such as Westlands Water District, a CVP contractor. CALFED does not see long-term
cumulative from such transfers, the of the district and involveimpactpotential Theyrequireonly approval water
only water rights or water contracts that the district already holds. In recent years, Westlands Water District alone
has experienced several thousand water transactions among its growers.

WT 4.4.1-9

The referenced from the Water Transfer Plan is included insection optional functionsstatement Program a on

of a clearinghouse. The clearinghouse is not intended to be a new regulatory entity. Its primary function will be
public disclosure of proposed water transfers. However, the clearinghouse includes optional functions that could
be administered by clearinghouse staff a contractual basis. The disclosure of information would be free to theon

public--analysis or interpretation of any information may need to be contracted for on an individual basis.

WT 4.4.1-10

The two functions of the clearinghouse are to:

¯ Disclose information on proposed transfers through an electronic medium (web site or other) for
broader public access to the details of the transfer.

¯ Promote or facilitate data analysis of historical water transfers, and add new transfers to a database
as they are approved to increase the overallunderstanding of relationships between water transfers

or perceived impacts.andreal

The clearinghouse has no regulatory function. The clearinghouse does offer an opportunity for DWR, SWRCB,
and Reclamation coordinate functions, standardizeand procedures, and further streamline reviewpoliciesto

periods.

!
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I
4.4.2 Analysis Disclosure Requirements

WT 4.4.2-1

Water supply development by management of groundwater is a sound concept in many areas of the state.
Generally referred to as conjunctive use or groundwater banking, this process allows existing groundwater
resources to be managed to allow carryover of existing supplies or to produce additional water suppLies--either
for use locally to meet growing needs or for temporary transfer. The potential for such projects varies throughout
regions of the state. If a project is developed for transferring water to another user, either directly or in
combination with a surface water supply, the Water Transfer Program recommends that approving agencies
require the seller to satisfy certain additional analysis arid disclosure objectives. These requirements, discussed in
Section 4.4.2 in the Water Transfer Program Plan, should result in a transfer being developed and conditioned such
that local groundwater users are not adversely affected.

The CALFED agencies consider it inappropriate to limit local entities who wish to develop conjunctive use
projects for the local management of groundwater resources. Therefore, the program, including the conjunctive
use actions and principles described as part of the storage component of the Preferred Program Alternative (see
the Phase H Report), does not contain any actions to stop the transfer of groundwater out of a "basin" simply
because of failure to increase storage in the statewide system. CALFED is advocating locally developed conjunctive
use projects to include monitoring and mitigation mechanisms as key aspects of their projects in order to gain local
acceptance and ensure that local impacts, if any, are mitigated to acceptable levels.

Refer to responses WT 4.4.1-1 and WT 4.4.1-2 for additional information on providing increased protection for
groundwater interests and improving our understanding of groundwater systems.

WT 4.4.2-2

CALFED is recommending that agencies with jurisdiction over proposed water transfers begin to require
additional impact assessments as part of an application to transfer. Local socioeconomic impacts, cumulative
impacts, and groundwater impacts will be part of the information provided and publicly disclosed by the
proponents. In addition, all proposed transfers will need to satisfy applicable state or federal environmental
compliance requirements, regardless of the proposed use of the transferred water. The CALFED agencies think
that all transfers should be subject to the same review criteria and analytic requirements. The proposed actions
reflect that view.

WT 4.4.2-3

As described in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, CALFED has included an action recommending
that approving agencies require additional impact assessments to be provided by the proponent at the time of
applying for approval for a proposed water transfer. These requirements include socioeconomic impact analysis,
cumulative impact analysis, and groundwater impact analysis. The level of analysis will vary with the type of water
transfer (for example, a fallowing transfer needs to address socioeconomic impacts more than a reservoir
reoperation transfer would) and the local socioeconomic and hydrologic conditions.

I
CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan WT-18 Response to Comments, Volume II

I

C--028282
(3-028282



4.4.3 Solution Process for Environmental Protection Issues

WT4.4.3-1

CALFED agrees with the need to recognize the legal rights and benefits associated with multiple uses. The
intention of this solution process is to develop protocols so that in-stream flow transfers are more likely to be
implemented for multiple uses. California water law recognizes that multiple uses and benefits can be realized
from the same water. The water appropriation system allows downstream legal users of water to divert and put
to beneficial use any water that has been returned to a water system (abandoned) by an upstream water user.
Initial efforts will focus on ensuring that in-stream flow transfers are clearly defined by and destination,purpose
and by identifying who has the right to use the water at what point in the system. This will allow for more
opportunities to benefit in-stream flows as well as diverted uses with the same transfer.

WT 4.4.3-2

CALFED will include a wide of stakeholders in this Those with experience on similar issues willarray process.
provide much needed insight and context.

4.4.4 Additional Water Rights Legislation

WT 4.4.4-1

In October 1999, Governor Davis signed legislation (SB 970) that includes additional water rights protection
provisions. The author of this bill, Senator Jim Costa, intended these provisions to provide additional water rights
protections so that those who offer their water for sale would nottheir water rights at risk byput temporary
transfers to other users, including the environment. The CALFED agencies believe that this bill removes the need
for additional water rights protections; CALFED therefore does not intend to pursue additional legislative action
for this issue.

4.5 Technical, Operational, and Administrative Rules

WT 4.5-1

Many of the actions discussed in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan are directed at clarifying and
standardizing rules and procedures. Among these is a need for the SWRCB to clearly articulate the definition of
a "basin" as used in many aspects of water transfers. The potential exists for rules to vary based on "in-basin" and
"out-of-basin" but only if there is a clear understanding of what a basin is. CALFED will facilitate thisuses,

clarification as it implements the actions described in this section.

4.5.1 Solution Process to Resolve Transferable Water Definitions

WT 4.5.1-1

The concern about whether a proposed water transfer will adversely affect another legal user of water is hotly
debated. The California Water Code contains several provisions directing agencies with jurisdiction to approve
water transfers to a transfer only if other legal users of water are not adversely affected--known as theapprove
"no injury" rule. The question often debated is "Who is a legal user?" In some instances, return flows from an
irrigation activity do not provide water to another legal water user; in even more instances, they do. In some
instances, groundwater users have legal rights to water that has percolated into an aquifer; in other instances, they
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do not. The Water Transfer Program, through implementation of the action described in this section in the Water
Transfer Program Plan, will help to clarify the conditions that allow water to be transferrable. These conditions
can depend on characteristics such as duration of the transfer, destination, underlying water rights, and how the
water was made available to transfer (for example, by conservation or fallowing). This clarification can result in
some transfers being viewed as an incentive to conserve, although this will not always be the case. Transfer rules
reflect that a significant amount of the return flow generated by irrigation events generally returns to a surface
water or groundwater source that is available to other legal users of water. However, opportunities to transfer
conserved water without adversely affecting other legal water users do exist and should be facilitated by the
implementation of the CALFED Program.

WT 4.5.1-2

As discussed in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan, CALFED will continue to facilitate discussions
to resolve transferable water issues. Stakeholder participation will be a key component of developing better
definitions and interpretations of sections in the California Water Code where disagreement now exists. More
facilitated stakeholder participation will occur in Stage 1, after the ROD is signed for the Final Programmatic
EIS/EIR. It is CALFED’s goal to ensure that all interests are fully represented during these discussions. The
discussions will not impede the ability to continue to execute transfers under existing DWR, Reclamation, or
SWRCB policies and procedures.

4.5.2 Clarification of Carriage Water Requirements

WT 4.5.2-1

CALFED had used the term "carriage water" in the most broad sense when describing actions to clarify additional
flow requirements to allow cross-Delta water transfers. CALFED recognizes that several conditions governing the
amount of "carriage" water need to ensure no impacts to other legal users of water. These conditions may be
driven by salinity constraints, the export/inflow (E/l) ratio, biological requirements, or other Delta operational
constraints.

The intent of this action is to clarify a standard method (or set of tools) that will be used to: (1) analyze what
condition is most likely to be governing during a proposed cross-Deka transfer, and (2) approximate the quantity
of water needed to meet requirements (if any). The purpose of this action is to provide transfer proponents with
a tool, or at least knowledge of what tools will be used by approving agencies, for assessing carriage water
requirements. This should allow the seller to appropriately include necessary limits, conditions, or other language
in contracts with the buyer. Currently, little information is provided up-front to enable the proponent tO
reasonably assess this important portion of their water transaction.

4.5.3 Resolution of Reservoir Refill Criteria

WT 4.5.3-1

Reservoir refill criteria arise from the application of the California Water Code’s "no injury" rule to stored water
transfers as a unique situation applicable to the state and federal water projects. Refill criteria do not preclude the
standard application of the "no injury" rule to other types of transfers.

!
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WT 4.5.3-2

Standardization of reservoir refill criteria is necessary to resolve an issue between reservoir operators and other
legal users of water regarding the application of the "no injury" rule to stored water transfers. The need to ensure
that refill does not occur at a time when in-stream flow pulses are needed is a valid concern, that will be ad&essed
through project-specific environmental impact assessments. CALFED does not intend to complicate resolution
of this issue with additional environmental requirements, when other regulations already provide this assessment
and necessary mitigation.

4.5.4 Streamlined Approval Process for All Transfers

WT 4.5.4-1

The actions discussed in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan are intended to make application for and
approval of water transfers more timely. CALFED is developing a web-based transfer application system that
would provide all relevant information to applicants, to ensure that applications are complete when submitted and
to fully inform applicants of all policies and criteria. This system will help to better inform proponents of what
is required and ensure that reviewing agencies consistently apply their requirements (and that their requirements
are fully understood by all parties).

WT 4.5.4-2

The guidebook is currently available through the SWRCB (www.waterrights.ca.gov). The guidebook provides
a useful overview of current water transfers policies and procedures. CALFED is working with the agencies with
jurisdictional authority to review and transfers in order to make other improvements to the review andapprove
approval processes. These activities will require more stakeholder involvement as CA_I.FED proceeds with
implementation during Stage 1.

4.5.5 Expedited Approval Process for Some Transfers

WT 4.5.5-1

The developn~ent of expedited approval processes cannot occur until other water transfers issues ar~ resolved,
especially the need to clarify when water is transferable. CALFEDto involve stakeholders during Stage 1expects
implementation in looking for opportunities to expedite particular types of water transfers, possibly with the
development of programmatic environmental compliance, similar to how Reclamation handles transfers within
some of its delivery units.

4.6.1 Forecasting and Disclosure of Available Capacity in Existing Project Facilities

WT 4.6.1-1

The action described in this section in the Water Transfer Program Plan is intended to improve on existing
forecast disclosure mechanisms.

!
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4.6.2 Evaluating Policies for Transporting Water in Existing Project Facilities

WT 4.6.2-1

This section in the Water Transfer Program Plan describes a process intended to improve predictability and
reliability, if possible, for water transfer proponents to gain access in project conveyance facilities beginning early
in Stage 1. CALFED recognizes that conveyance restrictions are a serious impediment to cross-Delta water
transfers and that Program actions such as the Environmental Water Account will also be competing for any
available capacity. These restrictions are often the result of necessary operational protocols.

4.6.3 Establishing Priority for Transfers in a New Conveyance Facility

WT 4.6.3-1

This section of the Water Transfer Program Plan was intended to address how to allocate capacity in an isolated
facility. Actions such as those proposed in the Preferred Program Alternative are considered, for purposes of the
Water Transfer Program, as improvements to "existing facilities" even though they may require new construction.
We apologize for any misunderstanding. Discussions about improving access to "existing facilities" are called out
as a CALFED action (see Section 4.6.2 in the Water Transfer Program Plan for details on how CALFED intends
to proceed).

Also, CALFED has not considered that a portion of any new storage facility capacity would be dedicated to water
transfers. That decision was assumed to be left to the owner of the storage facility (the local public entity, private
company, or state or federal agency).

5. Implementation, Governance, and Finance Issues

WT 5.3.1-1

Water transfer proposals will continue to be subject to numerous requirements that may result in their approval,
conditional approval, or denial. The Water Transfer Program is designed to ensure that all parties have a better
understanding of the potential impacts related to particular transfers and that those impacts are avoided or
mitigated prior to approval. Third-party interests should not be burdened with costs associated with water
transfers.

WT 5.3.1-2

In reference to the third bullet on page 5-5 in the June 1999 Water Transfer Program Plan, the sentence has been
modified to read:

"All agricultural and M&I water suppliers and users would benefit from environmental water transfers
because, as environmental conditions improve, implications of regulatory conditions on water diversions
should be reduced."
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Attachment A

WT A-1

CALFED’s consensus-based effort resulted in CALFED’s planning for the establishment of an information
clearinghouse and recommending requirements for additional impact analysis (as described in Section 4 in the
Water Transfer Program Plan). There was no consensus on establishing another regulatory entity to review water
transfers.

!
CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan                     WT-23                          Response to Comments, Volume II

I
C--028287

C-028287



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
!
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan WT-24 Response to Comments, Volume II

I

C--028288
C-028288



I Attachment 1

I Bay-Delta Advisory Council’s Water Transfers Work Group

I
(These people were on the mailing list, were sent updates and meetings notes, and may or may not have attended

I a meeting--addresses and names may no longer be current.)

39032 Candy, Peter 10550 Miller, B J

i 1827 Hyde Street Consultant
San Francisco CA 94106 P O Box 5995

Berkeley CA 94705-0995

5720 Canfield, Chris 10578 Miller, MamaI 12621 E. 166th St. 3520 Palomar Ave
Cerritos CA 94703 West Sacramento CA 95691

39023 Newlin, Vickie

I 5734 Cappalla, Rocco 2279    Del Ore Avenue Ste. A
1003 East Cliff Drive Oroville CA 95965
Santa Cruz CA 95062

11715 Pyle, Stuart T

i Consultant
5814 Cartwdght, Rosalee 3707 Panorama Dr

3968 Ord Ferry Road Bakersfield CA 93306-1162
Chico CA 92928

12577 Shanks, Sally

I P O Box 408
39033 Cohen, Stuart Walnut Grove CA 95690

1711 McGee Avenue
Berkeley CA 94703 13018 Steere, Lore

I 1207 Waterview Dr
Mill Valley CA 94941-3412

39049 Davis, Kim
District Representative 13158 Stroshane, Tim
State Capitol, Room 5087 639 San Carlos AvenueI Sacramento CA 95814 Albany CA 94706

14114 Wilcox, Christopher
7107 Farrar, Andrew 40570 S River Rd

I 1714 Morse Avenue Clarksburg CA 95612
Sacramento CA 92825-2007

14148 Williams, Derrick
4032 Brighton Ave

i 39039 Havens, Tom Oakland CA 94602
1606 Hermosa Place
Colorado Springs CO 80906

Assem Water, Parks & Wildlife Comm
10238 McChesney, Jo-EllenI 8212 Heaton, Michael State Capitol Room 5136

Attorney at Law Sacramento CA 95814
926 J Street 505
Sacramento CA 95814

I Assemblywoman Helen Thompson
7077 Fairclough, Elly

Alameda County Water District 712 B Main Street
6028 Cleland, Lease Woodland CA 95695

P O Box 5110I Fremont CA 94537
Attorney at Law

14562 Kozlen, Sanford 8705 Jackson, Michael B
4500 Colby Way P O Box 207I Carrnichael CA 95608 Quincy CA 95971

CALFED Water Transfer Program Plan                       WT-25                            Response to Comments, Volume II

!
C--028289

C-028289



Bank of America                                             Calif Research Bureau
39034 Crowder, Vernon                                      11123 O’Connor, Dennis

6485 N Palm Avenue #103 900 N. Street, Ste 300
Fair Oaks CA 93704 P O Box 942837

Sacramento CA 94537-0001

Bartkiewicz Kronick Shanahan
4856    Bartkiewicz, Paul M                               California Chamber of Commerce

Attomey at Law 10983 Nera, Valeri
1011 22nd Street Suite 100 Director Agriculture and Resources
Sacramento CA 95816-4994 1201 K St. 12th Floor

P O Box 1736
Sacramento CA 95812-1736

Blue Diamond Almond Growers
5525    Brun, Daryl

P O Box 1768 California Farm Bureau
Sacramento CA 95812 14591 Warrnerdam, Mary-Ann

1127 11 th Skeet Suite 626
Sacramento CA 95814

Bookman-Edmonston Engineering
5677    Caldwell, Kathy

Member/c/o Rollins Hudig Hall California Farm Bureau Federation
225 W. Bradway, Suite 400 6778    Du Bois, William I
Glendale CA 91204-1331 Director-Natural Resources

1127 11th Street Suite 626 FB31
Sacramento CA 95814

California Landscape Contract Assn
12118 Rohlfes, Larry

2021 N Street Suite 300 Central Valley Project Water Assn
Sacramento CA 95814-4222 11409 Peltier, jason

Reg Mgr
1521 I St

California Rural Legal Assistance                                             Sacramento CA 95814
8427    Hoerger, Bill

Chief Counsel
631 Howard Street Suite 300 Central Valley Project Water Users Assn
San Francisco CA 94105-3907 13862 Wang, Greg

1521 I St
Sacramento CA 95814

California Rural Studies Institute
13748 Villarejo, Donald

Executive Director California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
P O Box 2143 8694 lzmidan, Richard
Davis CA 95617-2143 Federation of Flyfishers - San Mateo County

2215 Eaton Avenue
39045 Roddquez, LarTy San Carlos CA 94070

P O Box 15408
Sacramento CA 95851-0408

California Urban Water Agencies
5555    Buck, Byron M

Butte County Water Commission Executive Director
39040 Hanford, Priscilla 455 Capitol Mall Suite 705

1773 Honeysuckle lane Sacramento CA 95814-4406
Paradise CA 95969

Carmichael Water Dist
Cadiz, Inc.                                                      9301 Kozlen, Sandy

12751 Sklavounos, Alysia Director - Div 1
955 Crankbrook Court, Suite 239 P O Box 929
Davis CA 95616 Carmichael CA 95609

Calaveras County Water Dist CCDPDR
6812 Dunn, William G 13569 Turner, Martha

Director District 2 417 24th St
P O Box 940 Sacramento CA 95816-3018
West Point CA 95255
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City of Stockton                                             City of Santa Monica
8884    Jones, Douglas                                       10841 Munves, Susan

Municipal Utilities Dept Utilities Div
2500 Navy Ddve 200 Santa Monica Pier, Ste C
Stockton CA 95206-1191 Santa Monica CA 90401

City of West Sacramento                                        Contra Costa Co FC & WCD
12332 Sanders, Mark                                       39047 Scott, Craig

400 N Harbor Blvd P O Box H20
West Sacramento CA 95691 Concord CA 94524

Clarksburg General Plan Committee                             Contra Costa Water District
10496 Merwin, Jeff                                         12357 Sarkis, Barbara

39108 Z. Line Rd 1331 Concord Ave/P O Box H20
Clarksburg CA 95612-5015 Concord CA 94524

Community Alliance with Family Farmers Corps of Engineers
4465    Alvord, Adrienne 9156 Kindel, Fred

1810 Arch Street 111 Shelley Court
Berkeley CA 94709-1310 Folsom CA 95630

11842 Redmond, Judith
P O Box 363 Davids Engineering Company
Davis CA 95617-0363 10553 Miller, David

1772 Picasso Ave, Suite A
11843 Redmond, Judith Davis CA 95616

36355 Russell Boulevard
Davis CA 95616

Consulting Civil Engineer
39046 Rummelsburg, Arnold

Concur 6013 Fdant Ave
11257 Owens, William Bakersfield CA 93309

400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1100
Sacramento CA 95814

Consulting Water Res Engrg
5078 Betchard, Will B

City of Fairfield 17050 Montebello Rd
13822 Walker, Andrew K Cupertino CA 95014

Public Works Dept
1000 Webster Street
Fairfield CA 94533 Dept of Water Resources ¯

6270 Craddock, Edward A
Chief/Water Conservation Officer

City of Fresno Water Conservation Program Div of Planning and Local Assistance
13466 Todd, Dave 1020 9th Street - 3rd Floor

1910 E University Ave IMS Code A-36
Fresno CA 93703

8412 Hoagland, Raymond
City of Sacramento Chief-Economic Analysis Sect

12164 Brenner, Liz Rm 252-9 - Res Bldg
5770 Freeport Blvd Suite 100 IMS Code A-36
Sacramento CA 95822-2911

8779 Jercich, Scott
Chief-Water Acquisition

City of San Jose State Water Project Analysis Office
12164 Rosenblum, Edc Room 1620 - Res Bldg

Program Manager IMS Code A-36
700 Los Esteros Rd
San Jose CA 95134

DOI Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
39048 Spitz, Ron

City of Santa Clara Water Department 600 Hardson Street, Ste 515
39042 Lee, Cindy San Francisco CA 94107-1376

1500 Warburton Avenue,
Santa Clara CA 95050
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Downey Brand Seymour & Roher EMCON
4861 Basye, George 8236 Heinsch, barbara

Knights Lndg Ridge Drain Dist 1433 N Market BIvd Suite 1
555 Capitol Mall Suite 1050 Sacramento CA 95834
Sacramento CA 95814

Environmental Defense Fund

Ducks Unlimited 7736 Graft, Thomas J
Senior Attorney13521 Troedsson, Kadn 5655 College Ave Suite 304

Esq Rockddge Market Hall
3074 Gold Canal Dr Oakland CA 94618-1583Rancho Cordova CA 95670-6116

Dutro Farms Inc                                                Family Water Alliance
6830 Dutro, Mark 10151 Mathis, Madon

P O Box 36512963 Meridian Road ’Maxwell CA 95955Chico CA 95673

DWR Office of SWP Planning Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco

38788 Pacheco, John 7450 Furlong, Fred
Vice President1416 9th Street Banking, Financing and Regional StudiesSacramento CA 95814 San Francisco CA 94105

Dept of Fish & Game                                            Foster Associates Inc
10870 Murray, Nancee                                       13791 Wade, William

1416 Ninth Street 120 Montgomery Street Suite 1776
IMS Code A-43 San Francisco CA 94104

Dept of Food & Agriculture                                       FRESNO COUNTY
11945 Reynolds, Robin .28412 Valdez, Alex1220 N Street Room A317 Dir/Economic Opportunities Comm

295 Tuft St

Dept of Justice                                                           Mendota CA 93640-2274
12849 Scoonover, Mary

1300 I Street 30t. Floor Friant Water Authority/Arvin Edison Water Supply Dist.
IMS Code D-8                                           7396    Frick, Howard

11401 S. Vineland Road

East Bay Municipal Utilities District                                          Bakersfield CA 93307-9462
12336 Sandkulla, Nicole

P O Box 24055 Friends of the RiverOakland CA 94702 4641 Bards, Lynn
2830 House Ave

EBMUD, MS-805
Durham CA 95938

39030 Arthur, Rachael 11886 Reifsnider, Betsy
P O Box 24055 915 20th Skeet
Oakland CA 94623-1055 Sacramento CA 95814-2207

EDAW Inc Glenn Colusa ID
5168    Blau, David 13333 Tenney, van

753 Davis St P O Box 150
San Francisco CA 94111 Willows CA 95988-0150

12263 Ryan, Joan
753 David St Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District
San Francisco CA 94111 5344 Bransford, Donald

President

El Dorado County Water Agency P O Box 809

6511 De Haas, Merv Colusa CA 95932

Water Agency Manager
330 Fair Lane
Placerville CA 95667
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Kern County Water Agency                                       Madera Irrigation District
7425    Fryer, Lloyd                                             11240 Ottemoeller, Steve

P O Box 58 Gen Mngr
Bakersfield CA 93302 12152 Road 28 1/4

Madera CA 93637-9199

Kronick Moscovitz Tidemann & Girard Merced Irrigation Dist
13445 Tidemann, Edward 12115 Rogers, Ross400 Capitol Mall 27th Floor General ManagerSacramento CA 95814-41 !7 P O Box 2228

Merced CA 95344-0288
L A County Water Works District

4593 Adki, Mustafa L A of Water & PowerDept
900 South Fremont Ave 6994    Erb, ThomasAlhambra CA 91803 111 North Hope Street, Room 1468

P O Box 5111

Griffith, Masuda & Godwin Los Angeles CA 90012

10135 Masuda, Roger
DTAC League of Women Voters
517 E Olive St/P O Box 510 5254 Borgonovo, RobertaTurlock CA 95381 2480 Union Street

San Francisco CA 94123

Gunn Hill Farms 12834 Smith, Polly12543 Sevelius, Pia 10 Bamer Lane4416 Ord Ferry Rd Belvedere-Tiburon CA 94920Chico CA 95928

Lennihan Law Offices
Harza Engineering 11260 Ozaki, Rico K39043 Miller, David 455 Capitol Mall Suite 300

425 Roland Way Sacxamento CA 95814Oakland CA 94621

Henn & Etzel Inc M Cubed

7039    Etzel, Fred M 10626 Mitchell, David
5358 Miles Ave4 Embarcadero Center Suite 510 Oakland CA 94618San Francisco CA 94111-4151

Municipal Water District of Orange County
HYA - Dames & Moore 5024 Berg, Joseph M10702 Moore, James N P O Box 90825Senior Consultant

8801 Folsom Blvd Suite 200
Fountain Valley CA 92728

Sacramento CA 95826
Natural Heritage Institute

Institute for Human Ecology 7445 Fullerton, David
39044 Pratt, Jeremy Scientist

114 Sansome Street Suite 12001 5432 115th Ave, SW San Francisco CA 94104Vashon Island WA 98070

Natural Resource Conservation Service
KEA Environmental 14688 Kiger, Luana4821 Barnett, Bruce 430 G Street, #4614601 University Ave Suite 185 Davis CA 95616Sacramento CA 95825-6739

Natural Resource Defense CouncilMaddaus Water Management 6086    Cohen, Ronnie9942 Maddaus, William 71 Stevenson Street Suite 1825Principal San Francisco CA 941059 Via Cerrada
Alamo CA 94507-1522

I
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II
Security Natural Resources Conservation Service Navigant Consulting, Inc ¯

6063    Cocke, Mark                                           7809    Greydanus, Herbert W
Planning Engineer, RCE Vice Pres & Gen Mgr
430 G Street #4164 3100 Zinfandel Dr Suite 170
Davis CA 95616-4164 Rancho Cordova CA 95670

i

Metcalf & Eddy Inc Northern California Water Agency

13708 Venus, Thomas 9106    Keppen, dan
¯455 Capitol Mall Suite 33525 Main St Sacramento CA 95814 IChico CA 95928

Northern California Water Association                          IllMetropolitan Water District of So California 4984 Belza, Tib7267 Foley, Jack P O Box 1335Moulton Niguel Water District Marysville CA 95901
27500 La Paz Road
Laguna Niguel CA 92656 ¯

Public Utilities Commission12820 Smith, Lynda 9240 Knox, Kimberley M1121 L Street Suite 900 San Francisco Water Dept
Sacramento CA 95814 425 Mason Street, 4th Floor

13324 Teigen, Paul San Francisco CA 94102 []
P O Box 54153
Los Angeles CA 90054-0153 Regional Council of Rural Counties ¯

39037 Farrington, Anthony
1020 12th Street, Suite 400Modesto Irrigation Dist                                                      Sacramento CA 95814

8872    Johnston, William R
P O Box 4060 10420 Meacher, Robert ¯
Modesto CA 95352-4060 Supervisor

520 Main Street Room 309
P O Box 10207Monte Vista Water District Quincy CA 95971 ¯7832    Gdndstaff, Joseph

General Manager
P O Box 71                                        Resource Decisions
Montciair CA 91763-0071                               7135    Feldman, Marvin

934 Diamond St38953 Guy, David San Francisco CA 94114455 Capitol Mall, Suite 335
Sacramento CA 95814-4496 ¯ !Resource Management Division

Northstar Engineering 6841 Eacock, M.C.S,
Soil Scientist/Natural Resources Specialist10315 McEnespy, Mike 2666 North Grove Industrial Ddve, Suite 10620 Declaration Dr Fresno CA 93727-1551 ¯

Chico CA 95926 I
Office of John S. Mills                                           Resource Management International

10601 Mills, John 11482 Peterson, Steve
3100 Zinfandel Dr Suite 60011591 Yankee Hill Rd Rancho Cordova CA 95670Columbia CA 95310

13796 Wagenet, Don
Program Manager

IOutdoors West 3100 Zinfandel Dr Suite 6009411 Laforce, Ronald P O Box 15516Editor Rancho Cordova CA 95670P O Box 157
Volcano CA 95689 IPacific Institute for Studies in Development

Pacific Institute for Studies in Dev and Env
7653 Gleick, Peter

Director
39038 Gomez, Santos 654 13th Street ¯

Senior Research Associate Preservation Park1204 Preservation Park Way Oakland CA 94612
Oakland CA 94612

!
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I Power                                                        Santa Clara Valley Water District
39036 Everts, Connor 8955 Kamei, Rosemary

323 E Matilja #110-179 Director
Ojai CA 93023 5750 Almaden ExpresswayI San Jose CA 95118-3614

PS Enterprises 9127 Kianpour, Karen
12231 Ruiz, Rick 5750 Almaden Expressway

I 3350 Ocean Park BIvd #205 San Jose CA 95118-3614
Santa Monica CA 90405

Save San Francisco Bay Association

I Sacramento County Farm Bureau 10947 Nelson, Barry
9658 Lewis, Denny Senior Fellow

Executive Director 1600 Broadway #300
8970 Elk Grove BIvd Oakland CA 95612
Elk Grove CA 95624

I Save the Bay
Sacramento County Sanitation District 10557 Miller, George

12549 Seyfded, Bob 1600 Broadway, Ste 300

I 8521 Laguna Station Road Oakland CA 94612
Elk Grove CA 95758

Senate Select Committee on CALFED

i Sacramento Metro Water Auth 2842
12427 Schnabel, Ed State Capitol, Room 5061

General Manager IMS Code E-22
5620 Birdcage Street Suite 180

i Citrus Heights CA 95610-7632
SFEP

4662 Auer, Jean
San Diego County Water Authority 1325 Avondale Rd

8318 Hess, Gordon Hillsborough CA 94010

I Imported Water Mgr
3211 5th Ave
San Diego CA 92103-5718                          South Delta Water Agency

8353    Hildebrand, Alex

i 8724 Jacoby, William San Joaquin River Flood Contrl Assn
3211 5th Ave 23443 South Hays Rd
San Diego CA 92103 Manteca CA 95337

12967 Stadler, Mark

I Administrative Analyst South Yuba River Citizens League
3211 5th Ave 39041 Landorf, Robert

P O Box 841San Diego Ca 92126
Nevada City CA 95969

I San Luis Delta Mondota Water Authority 7168 Fielder, Jim
13000 Steams, Michael 5750 Almaden Expressway

47375 W Dakota Ave San Jose CA 95118-3614

i Firebaugh CA 93622

State Water Contractors
Santa Clara Valley Water District 6060 Cobum, John

4514    Anderson, Terri Asst General Manager

I 5750 Almaden Expressway 455 Capitol Mall Suite 220
San Jose CA 95118 Sacramento CA 95814-4405

9925 vacant

I Riverside Press Enterprise General Manager
10291 McCue, Andy 455 Capitol Mall Suite 220

3512 14th Street Sacramento CA 95814-4405
Riverside CA 92501-3814

I State Water Resources Control Board
S Yuba Riv Citizens League 13140 Stretars, Mark

9785    Lonsdorf, Robert 901 P Street
Director IMS Code G-8

I P O Box 841
Nevada City CA 95959

CALVED Water Transfer Program Plan WT-31 Respome to Comments, Volume II

C--028295
C-028295



Stockton East Water Dist USBR
13020 Steffani, Ed 38970 Elder, Jean

General Manager 3310 El Camino Avenue
P O Box 5157 Sacramento CA 95825
Stockton CA 95205

13375 Thomas, Jeanette R Southern California Water Committee
Water Quality Supv 5389 Brewer, Kirk
P O Box 5157 Water Use Efficiency Manager
Stockton CA 95205-5157 1920 W Corporate Way

Anaheim CA 92801-5373

SWRCB
38969 Satkowski, Rich The Trust for Public Land

901 P Street 10145 Mathews, Nelson
Sacramento CA 95812 Western Region

116 New Montgomery Suite 300
San Francisco CA 94105

TEHAMA COUNTY
28498 Willard, Charles

Supervisor The Water Group
P O Box 250 8831 Johnson, Lance W
Red Bluff CA 96080-0250 2291 Alluvial

Clovis CA 93611

Tehama-Colusa Canal Authority
5581    Bullock, Arthur                                      Tulare Lake Basin WSD

Manager 7740 Graham, Brent L
P O Box 1025 Manager
5513 Hwy 162 1109 Whitley Ave
Willows CA 95988 Concoran CA 93212

The Bay Institute of San Francisco                                U.S. Dept of the Interior
5191    Bobker, Gary                                         8721    Jacobsen, Dana

Senior Policy Analysis Office of the Solicitor
55 Shaver Street Suite 330 2800 Cottage Way, #E-1712
San Rafael CA 94901 Sacramento CA 95825

Turlock Irrigation Dist                                           U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
7426    Fryer, Wilton                                            14407 Yoshikawa, Nancy

Water Planning Dept Mgr Water Mgmt Div Wtr-4
333 E Canal Dr 75 Hawthorne Street
Turlock CA 95380 San Francisco CA 94105

U.So Bureau of Reclamation                                      U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
8485    Holt, Buford                                            7188    Finn, Vicki

Northern Calif Area Office 911 N E 11th Ave
16349 Shasta Darn BIvd Portland OR 97232
Shasta Lake CA 96019

10395 McNamara, Jim U.S. Forest Service
2666 N Grove Industrial Dr Suite 106 13557 Tupper, Julie
Fresno CA 93727 Forest Service Coordinator

650 Capitol Mall Room 7524
11921 Renning, John Sacramento CA 95814

CVO 400
3310 El Camino Ave Suite 300
Sacramento CA 95821 University of California - Berkeley

11300 Panella, Thomas
12760 Slavin, Tracy Grad School of Public Policy & Energy & Res

MP-402 2607 Hearst Avenue #7320
2800 Cottage Way Berkeley CA 94720
Sacramento CA 95825

14321 Woodward, George
12938 Spezia, Julie Calif Watershed Policy Proj

Mid-Pacific Region 1440 Henry Apt B
2800 Cottage Way Room MP-402 Berkeley CA 94709
Sacramento CA 95825
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I University of California - Irvine Westlands Water District
27530 Ingrain, Helen 5779 Carpenter, Marc

School of Social Ecology Supervisor of Water Resources
202 Social Ecology 1 P O Box 6056

I Irvine CA 92715 3130 N Fresno Street
Fresno CA 93703-6056

US DOI

i 39031 Asche, Lisa Yolo County Board of Supervisors
600 Harrison St, Suite 515 12162 Rosenberg, David
San Francisco CA 94107-1376 Supervisor, Dis~ct 4

625 Court St, Rm 204
Woodland CA 95695I Water Transfer Associates

14411 ¥ost, Jim
1260 Lake Boulevard Suite 240 Yolo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Davis CA 95616 10031 Marchand, Betsy

I Special Projects Coordinator
34274 State Highway 16

Water Resources Association of Yolo County                                 . Woodland CA 95695
11525 Phipps, Harrison

Executive CoordinatorI 601 Villanova Drive Western Area Power Administration
Davis CA 95616-1827 10956 Nelson, Ead

114 Parkshore Drive
Folsom CA 95630

I USFWS
38974 Canterbury, Grant

3310 El Camino Ave #130 Western Canal Water District
Sacramento CA 95821 6127 Colwell, Matt

I General Manager
38973 Elbert, Ruth P O Box 190

3310 El Camino Ave #130 Richvale CA 95974
Sacramento CA 95821

13516 Trimble, Ted
38971 Willy, Alison P O Box 190

3310 El Camino Ave #130 Richvale CA 95974
Sacramento CA 95821

13517 Trimble, Ted
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I
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I WATER USE EFFICIENCY PROGRAM PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

!
I

0. General Responses

I WUE 00-1

The Water Use Efficiency Program is predicated on the philosophy of influencing more water users, agricultural

I and urban, to implement more cost-effective conservation measures. To reach this objective, the program
contains significant incentive programs (including funding) coupled with assurance mechanisms. These elements
are discussed in more detail in Section 2 in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan.

I
Many stakeholders have stated, "If agricultural could save just 10% of its water use, there would be enough water
to satisfy other needs." CALFED has attempted to end this debate by demonstrating that agriculture can

I significantly reduce its applications of water, but the resulting "new water" available to satisfy other needs is
markedly smaller than the total reduction. A detailed explanation is presented in Section 4.5 in the Water Use
Efficiency Program Plan. In short, a vast majority of the "inefficiencies" of agriculture manifest themselves in

I surface runoff and deep percolation that is reabsorbed into the local hydrologic system and is used for other
beneficial users down gradient--from wetlands, habitats, and streams to other diverted agricultural and urban
users. As such, the 10% savings may be achievable but may provide only a 2-3% increase in available water.

I Even without the benefit of water savings, however, conservation measures can result in beneficial effects on
water quality and ecosystem health. These alone are sufficient reasons to develop incentives for much greater

I levels of conservation throughout the state and throughout all water use sectors.

WUE 00-2

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED Program) is not changing the existing legal authorities with
jurisdiction to review and approve water transfers, regardless of whether the source is conservation, land
fallowing, reservoir reoperation, or conjunctive use. These authorities already exist in several state, federal, and
tribal entities.

I WUE 00-3

Water use efficiency measures will result in a reduction of water currently flowing to irrecoverable sources in
some regions of the state. CALFED recognizes that this is not universal and aptly separated conservation
estimates into two categories: those that do provide water for reallocation and those that do not.

I Furthermore, water use efficiency measures are not the only action that can be taken to make water available to
transfer from one water rights holder or user to another. Reservoir reoperation, land fallowing, crop shifting,
and conjunctive use are all actions that can generate water to transfer.

!
i
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 oo.4 I
CALFED’s conservation estimates, discussed in Sections 4, 5, and 6 in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan,¯
are a much more appropriate manner to estimate conservation potential than simply extrapolating an estimateI
provided by the California Irrigation Management Information System (CIMIS) program. The conservation
estimates in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan are not targets, objectives, or goals. CALFED is not¯
mandating that these or any other levels of water savings be achieved. CALFED is, however, requiring that manyI
actions be undertaken by water suppliers and water users that will result in the implementation of more
conservation and more reuse projects. The actual savings that will result cannot be accurately estimated.            I

I
WUE 00-5

Unfortunately, the specific comments reference an old document that has since been updated. CALFEDI
encourages you to review the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan and the Water Transfer Program Plan for more
up-to-date information regarding your concerns. Many of your concerns are addressed in these more recentI
documents. I

. 00.6
I

CALFED agrees with many of the principles embodied in the Blueprint for an Environmentally and
Economically Sound CALFED Water Supply Reliability Program (November 8, 1998) ("Blueprint"). This is¯
evidenced by the wide variety of water management tools included in the Preferred Program .A~Iternative. I
CALFED has included an aggressive Water Use Efficiency Program directed at incentives and assurance
mechanisms to result in more efficient use of existing water supplies. CALFED has also recommended several¯
improvements to the existing water market structure in order to enable water transfers to play an integral role
in statewide water management. Please refer to the appropriate program plan for more information about these
two programs. I
It should be understood that CALFED is requiring many actions to be undertaken by water suppliers and water
users that will result in the implementation of more conservation and more reuse projects. However, the actual¯
savings that will result cannot be accurately estimated. Thus, values presented by the "Blueprint," especially with¯
limited documentation on their derivation, are not very useful to the Program at this time.

I

Furthermore, the CALFED agencies believe that the conservation estimates are reasonable, based on informationI
garnered from many sources (as documented in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan). For instance, the
independent review panel (refer to the Summary Report by the Independent Review Panel on Agricultural Water¯
Conservation Potential, December 14-16, 1998; report prepared January 29, 1999) identified many necessary
refinements that could be made to CALFED’s agricukural estimates but also stated that these programmatic-level
estimates were’ "reasonable initial estimates of overall agricultural water conservation potential." Staff is currently¯
in the process of reviewing and updating its technical work based on the panel’s direction.

WUE 00-7 I
The numerical estimates of water use efficiency potential have been computed to avoid double-counting of
benefits. In many cases, however, water can be put to multiple uses as it flows though streams, agricultural land,¯
and groundwater. Site-specific benefits will be estimated on a case-by-case basis and provided to the public in
project-specific environmental documentation.

CALFED Water Use Eff’miency Program Plan WUE-2 Response to Comments, Volume II I
C--028301

(3-028301



WUE 00-8

CA&FED agrees that the programmatic level of analysis does not provide an analysis of specific conservation
and their benefits, the Environmental Statement/projects potential However, Programmatic Impact

Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) does present analysis on the range of impacts that could result from
implementing a range of efficiency improvements. More details regarding the types and magnitudes of benefits
are the subject of the Water Management Strategy being developed as part of studies separate from the
Programmatic EIS/EIR. The strategy will be used to assess varying levels of conservation and water transfers and
to better understand the feasibility of different approaches. CA&FED encourages any stakeholders interested in
the development of the Water Management Strategy to become involved through public meetings and
opportunities for public comment. This effort will continue into Stage 1 of the CALFED implementation phase
and should result in a useful tool to assist decision makers in implementing various aspects of the Preferred
Program Alternative.

Changes in the Water Use Efficiency Program

WIfE P-1

CALFED appreciates this mistake being noticed and has corrected it with the appropriate value of "up to
1.5 MAF."

WIdE

The incentive-based approach will rely on local water suppliers and water managers to propose actions for
achieving quantifiable objectives. However, the strategic plan will provide a list of potential actions to aid local
water suppliers in planning and proposal preparation.

1.1 Public Policy Foundations

WUE 1.1-1

California public policy places a strong emphasis on efficient use of developed water supplies. The California
Constitution (Article X, Section 2) prohibits "waste or unreasonable use" of water and excludes from water rights
any water that is not reasonably required for beneficial use. The constitutional prohibitions of waste and
unreasonable use are repeated in Sections 100 and 101 of the California Water Code. The state’s process for
appropriation of water rights also is based on furtherance of the constitutional policy of reasonable and beneficial
use (Cal: Water Code Section 1050). CALFED does not have the authority to negotiate water contracts; however,
the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) can and does place water conservation conditions on water
rights permits that it approves. The basis for the Water Use Efficiency Program element is not to address water
rights but to resolve problems related to ecosystem health, water quality, water supply reliability, and levee system
integrity.

1.2    Water Use Efficiency in the Bay-Delta System Today

WU’E 1.2-1

This response has been consolidated with response IPF 5.0-1 (under Implementation Plan Responses to
Comments). Please refer to that response for an answer to your comment.
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1.3 Basis for a CALFED Water Use Efficiency Program I

As described in this section in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, one of the primary benefits of conservation
is helping to meet CALFED’s goal of increased water supply reliability. Conservation measures can help to1
reduce current demand and allow the same quantity of water to be used for a broader set of needs. In some cases,
this may result in changes in the quantky or timing of water exported from the Delta. For instance, if an
agricultural user who relies on exported water conserved water and transferred it to an urban user who also relies1
on exports, the amount of export would not decrease, but the timing of diversion may change (agricultural vs.
urban water use patterns). If, however, a water user implements conservation measures paid for by a non-export
interest (which could include the environment), the quantity of Delta exports could decrease.

1
CALFED does recognize that, for the most part, conservation and other water management activities are unlikely
to dramatically change existing Delta export quantities. Improved south-of-Delta storage and Delta conveyance1
will modify how and when those exports occur.

1.4    Summary of Potential Water Conservation and Recycling                                         1

WUE 1.4-1

Table 1-1 in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Program Plan shows 7.5 million acre-feet (MAF) of total waterI
conservation and recycling potential. Of this amount, only 2.6 MAF is available to potentially be reallocated to
meet current shortages or increased future demands. The existing storage and conveyance facilities are incapable¯
of readily "transferring" the 2.6 MAF from their current uses to where the increased demands exist. Please refer
to common response 2 for more information regarding why the Preferred Program Alternative includes storage.

WUE 1.4-2 1
CALFED is in the process of developing regional quantifiable objectives for agricultural water use efficiency.1
These objectives will take into account regional differences in water supply, drainage destination, topography,
soils, and other pertinent factors.

WUE 1.4-3 1
The estimates presented in these tables are summaries of conservation estimates from Section 4, 5, and 6 in the1
Water Use Efficiency Program Plan. Please refer to these sections in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Program
Plan for more information on assumptions, methodologies, and references.

Vc~UE 1.4-4 1
Many comments state that CALFED has either underestimated or overestimated water conservation and water1
recycling potential. CALFED’s estimates were developed for a few primary purposes:

¯ To provide information for programmatic-level impact assessments.
1

¯ To gain a better’understanding of the order-of-magnitude role conservation and recycling can play
in statewide water management. I
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¯ To aid CALFED in designing the appropriate types and levels of incentive programs and
assurance mechanisms.

The conservation estimates in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan are not targets, objectives, or goals.
CALFED is not mandating that these or any other levels of water savings be achieved. CALFED is, however,
requiring that many actions be undertaken by water suppliers and water users that will result in the
implementation of more conservation and more reuse projects. The actual savings that will result cannot be
accurately estimated.

The CALFED agencies believe that the conservation estimates are reasonable. The independent review panel
(refer to the Summary Report by the Independent Review Panel on Agricultural Water Conservation Potential,
December 14-16, 1998; report prepared January 29, 1999) identified many necessary refinements that could be
made to CALFED’s estimate, but also stated that these programmatic level estimates were "reasonable initial
estimates of overall agricultural water conservation potential." Staff is currently in the process of reviewing and
updating its technical work based on the panel’s direction.

Please also refer to common response 2.

WUE 1.4-5

As indicated in the summary tables in this section and in Section 6 in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan,
water recycling is an important part of the program.

2. Water Use Efficiency Program Description

WUE 2-1

Consistent with CALFED’s solution principle of posing no significant redirected impacts, the Water Use
Efficiency Program element is based on a voluntary, incentive approach. It is believed that this approach will
provide the largest gains in efficiency within the CALFED solution area.

WUE 2-2

Thank you.

2.1    Program Objectives

WUE 2.1-1

The Water Use Efficiency Program will strive to build on existing water conservation programs with agencies
such as the Department of Water Resources (DWR), the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), and the
Natural Resource Conservation Service. When appropriate, CALFED water use efficiency objectives will take
into account the water use efficiency improvements already instituted by water purveyors.

On page 1-4 in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, the document states, "California irrigators and
growers have implemented pioneering methods to manage water supplies and improve efficiency." Further, the
Water Use Efficiency Program will rely on an incentive-based approach and will not mandate metering. The
incentive-based approach will be based on quantifiable objectives that will simultaneously recognize regional
conservation needs and past conservation efforts. The element also will incorporate the work of the Agricultural
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Water Management Council (AWMC) (formerly Assembly Bill [A_B] 3616). Please also refer to response
WUE 2.3.1-4.

WUE 2.1-2

The Water Use Efficiency Program supports and is expected to encourage local water conservation actions, which
may include the suggestions put forth in the comment letters. The CALFED agencies believe that local creativity
and ingenuity will provide the best solutions. CALFED anticipates building on the water use efficiency
achievements in both the agricultural and urban water use sectors. Please see common response 11 for more
information about crop selection and agricultural practices. Also see common response 2 for a broad overview
of the Water Use Efficiency Program.

WUE 2.1-3

Consistent with Water Use Efficiency Program policy to use an incentive-based approach and to incorporate the
work of the AWMC, local entities will be expected to implement only water management practices that are
locally cost effective. Practices that are not locally cost effective but provide a benefit to the Bay-Deka system
are expected to be funded through CALFED grants. Consequently, water use efficiency actions are not expected
to result in potentially significant adverse impacts. Any proposed actions that would result in potentially
significant adverse impacts would not be pursued under this program.

Please see common response 21 and response WUE 2-1 for more information about CALFED’s solution
principles. Also see response WUE 4.7-1 for more information about cropping patterns and their relationship to
the Water Use Efficiency Program.

WUE 2.1-4

The Water Use Efficiency Program has the stated objective of reducing irrecoverable flows (by reducing flows
to salt sinks and the atmosphere) and of achieving mukiple benefits (by reducing losses that currently return to
the water system). Although these objectives likely will result in reduced demands, they are not focused on
demand reduction but rather on supply reliability, water quality, and in-stream flow/timing.

WUE 2.1-5

CALFED considers efficient water use to occur when those water management actions are implemented that
provide the greatest CALFED benefits. This definition provides the greatest flexibility in implementing
appropriate efficiency programs while avoiding the type of adverse impacts described in this comment.

2.2    Program Approach

WLrE 2.2-1

The estimates provided in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan provide this type of information at the levels
necessary for programmatic planning and evaluation. Refinements of these estimates and evaluation of associated
costs will continue during Stage 1 implementation as part of several CALFED efforts. Local entities will be
expected to implement only water management practices that are locally cost effective. Practices that are not
locally cost effective but provide a benefit to the Bay-Deka system are expected to be funded through CALFED
grants.
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I WUE 2.2-2

A comparison of Section 2.2.1, "Agricultural Water Use Efficiency Approach," and Section 2.2.2, "Urban WaterI Use Efficiency Approach," in Water Use Efficiency Program program approaches arethe Planshowsthat the
different. Consequently, the funding and responsibility are expected to be different.

I WUE 2.2-3

A comparison of Section 2.2.1, "Agricultural Water Use Efficiency Approach," and Section 2.2.2, "Urban WaterI Use Efficiency Approach," in Water Use Efficiency Program program approaches arethe Planshows that the
different, Consequently, the role of the respective conservation councils is expected to be different.

I WUE 2.2-4

CALFED is currently developing quantifiable objectives and selection criteria for its water use efficiencyI incentives that will give priority to water management projects that promise the greatest benefits to the Bay-Delta
system. These objectives and criteria will be completed during the first year of Stage 1.

I WUE 2.2-5

CALFED intends this language to refer to the Water Use Efficiency Program actions, including funding programs,I technical assistance, and assurance mechanisms. Combined, these actions will result in much greater levels of
implementation of water use efficiency and recycling measures. As part of an overall Water Management Strategy,
this aggressive implementation will be coupled with surface and groundwater storage to help improve water

I supply reliability.

i 2.2.1 Agricultural Water Use Efficiency Approach

WUE 2.2.1-1

I As stated on page 2-5 in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, CALFED is currently creating an
agricukural water use efficiency strategic plan. This plan will articulate a priorkized, strategic, aggressive program

i to achieve efficient water management for all purposes throughout the many different agricultural regions of the
state. The plan will focus in detail on specified regions, basins, and districts on a prioritized basis. Also see
common response 2.

I WUE 2.2.1-2

i On page 1-4 in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, the document states, "California irrigators and
growers have implemented pioneering methods to manage water supplies and improve efficiency." Further, the
Water Use Efficiency Program will rely on an incentive-based approach and will not mandate metering. The

i incentive-based approach will be based on quantifiable objectives that will simultaneously recognize regional
conservation needs and past conservation efforts. The element also will incorporate the work of the AWMC
(formerly AB 3616). Please also refer to response WUE 2.3.1-4. Although CALFED intends to draft legislation

I requiring appropriate measurement of water use, CALFED does not intend to mandate incentive pricing.

I
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~ 2.2.1-3

A high level of water use efficiency is an expected requirement for permits for surface storage. Widespread
demonstration of efficient use by water users will be a prerequisite to CALFED implementation of new storage
projects that provide water supply to those users.

WUE 2.2.1-4

CALFED will provide technical assistance and financial incentives in the form of loans for actions or activities
that have been identified as cost effective for local water suppliers in water management plans approved by the
AWMC.

WUE 2.2.1-5

CALFED is developing, in consultation with the AWMC, a program of technical and financial incentives for the
implementation of water use efficiency measures in the agricultural sector. A component of the strategic plan will
be the development of a request for proposal that will utilize local input. The strategic plan is expected to be
completed during the first year of Stage 1.

WUE 2.2.1-6

During Phase IE, (implementation), CALFED will implement many types of incentives to foster water use
efficiency implementation. Specific incentive mechanisms, such as tax credits, will be investigated at that time.

2.2.2 Urban Water Use Efficiency Approach

WUE 2.2.2-1

The Bay Area Regional Water Recycling Project (BARWRP) Recycling Master Plan has found recycling to have
some advantages over other traditional water supply projects in areas of timing and environmental benefits.

A primary component of the Water Use Efficiency Program is providing incentives, such as grants and low-
interest loans, to help water suppliers and water users implement cost-effective conservation measures. CALFED
does not limit these incentives to any particular method of conservation. Therefore, greywater irrigation, if a cost-
effective approach for a particular interested party, would be supported by the Program.

WUE 2.2.2-2

Several times in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, CALFED states that conservation estimates are not
intended to be targets or goals to be achieved by the Water Use Efficiency Program. Rather, they are estimates
of what may occur as a result of the incentives and assurance mechanisms that CALFED is pursuing. The
estimates provide information to guide programmatic impact analysis and to understand the order-of-magnitude
role of conservation in statewide water management.

Please also refer to response WUE 5.4-1 for more information regarding "full implementation of best management¯
practices (BMPs)."

!
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~ 2.2.2-3

The Water Use Efficiency Program and the proposed urban certification process will exempt water suppliers from
implementing water conservation activities that are not cost effective. However, the cost of conservation planning
and certification compliance are considered to be the responsibility of water agencies under the California Water
Code prohibitions against waste and unreasonable use. The proposed consequences of the certification process
would limit an agency’s access to new CALFED water and is not expected to affect existing water rights.

WUE 2.2.2-4

CALFED staff is actively working with stakeholders to clarify its Certification process. Staff expects to make
significant progress in outlining the Certification process prior to the Record of Decision (ROD) and to complete
the approach during Stage 1. However, any Certification proposal that advances the CALFED process will
require legislative approval.

WUE 2.2.2-5

The CALFED Program will extend the progress already made by (1) providing financial and technical support
for urban water use efficiency programs, and (2) instituting a process to certify water supplier compliance with
the Urban Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), thus assuring full implementation of cost-effective BMPs.

WUE 2.2.2-6

Any certification proposal advanced as part of the CALFED process will require legislative approval. At present,
the California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC) is a non-profit organization created by the Urban
MOU to provide support and assistance in implementing cost-effective urban BMPs. The council is governed by
two voting groups: Group 1 consists of water agencies, and Group 2 is comprised of environmental and public
advocacy organizations. Under certification, the CUWCC’s status will need to be formalized by the Legislature,
and a separate enforcement entky (such as the SWRCB) will need to be designated.

WUE 2.2.2-7

The documen~ contains separate sections for urban efficiency and recycling.

WUE 2.2.2-8

Many benefits are expected to result from the Water Use Efficiency Program.

WUE 2.2.2-9

This detail of the certification process is not completely defined in this Programmatic EIS/EIR but will be
resolved during Stage 1 refinement.

2.2.3 Managed Wetlands Water Approach

WUE 2.2.3.1

CALFED intends to use incentive-based quantifiable conservation objectives for environmental resources that
apply water, including wildlife refuges and other managed wetlands.
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2.2.4 Water Recycling Approach

WUE 2.2.4-1

The following sentence has been added to the end of paragraph 3 in Section 2.2.4 in the Water Use Efficiency
Program Plan:

"Where appropriate, attention will be focused on overcoming technical and public perception barriers to
water recycling."

WUE 2.2.4-2

The approach to water recycling will include water recycling feasibility planning as part of the urban conservation
certification effort (see Section 2.2.2, "Urban Water Use Efficiency Approach"). Presently, all urban water
agencies that are required to prepare Urban Water Management Plans under California Water Code Section 10610
et seq. also must prepare a water recycling feasibility plan as part of the process (California Water Code
Section 10631). CALFED will help urban water suppliers comply with these regulations by assisting local and
regional agencies with preparation of water recycling feasibility plans (that meet the requirements of the Urban
Water Management Planning Act).

WUE 2.2.4-3

CALFED has made this correction in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan.

WUE 2.2.4-4

CALFED has made this correction in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan.

WUE 2.2.4-5

CALFED staff will be working cooperatively with many entities to help refine its water recycling approach. Staff
will include discussions with the AWMC.

WUE 2.2.4-6

CALFED’s solution time frame is 30 years or more. The intent is to try to resolve issues and implement planning
and design of projects as soon as possible. However, the CALFED agencies are fully aware that implementing
recycling projects can take many years.

2.3.1 Stage 1 Actions

W-LTE 2.3.1-1

In October 1999, Governor Davis signed legislation (Senate Bill 970) that includes additional water rights
protection provisions. The author of this bill, Senator Jim Costa, intended these provisions to provide additional
water rights protections so that those who offer their water for sale using conservation measures would not put
their water rights at risk by temporary transfers to other users, including the environment. The CALFED
agencies believe that this bill removes the need for additional water rights protections. CALFED has removed
reference to such investigations.
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For response regarding protecting area-of-origin water rights, pleaseto common response 13.additional refer

WUE 2.3.1-3

The following sentence has been inserted (at the end of action item 10 on page 2-10 in the June 1999 Water Use
Efficiency Program Plan):

"Support for implementing refuge water management will also include funding for directed research
(Years 1-3)."

WUE 2.3.1-4

CALFED Stage 1 to develop legislationwater measurement requires appropriate measurementA action for for
all water users in California. CALFED staff will take into account costs, benefits, and geographic extent of the
solution area when defining appropriate measurement. Likewise, staff will consider appropriate geographic
definition in developing its urban certification program and definition of appropriate measurement.

WUE 2.3.1-5

CALFED will not propose legislation that will undermine the agricultural and urban MOUs. The Water Use
Efficiency Program will define appropriate measurement during Years 1-3 in Stage 1. The process for defining
appropriate measurement is expected to include a team of technical irrigation experts. The findings of this
technical team will be published and incorporated into any decision regarding potential water measurement
legislation.

WIdE 2.3.1-6

CALFED does not intend to create added bureaucracy or redundancy to the CUWCC or AWMC. Rather,
CALFED is obligated to include broad stakeholder representation in review and implementation of the Water
Use Efficiency Program. Where possible, CALFED will rely on both the CUWCC and the AWMC.

WUE 2.3.1-7

The intent of this proposed Stage 1 action is to protect water rights of entities who choose to conserve and
transfer water. This action is not expected to weaken any existing water rights.

WUE 2.3.1-8

The estimate on page 2-12 in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Program Plan is a preliminary estimate of water
recycling costs. The estimate provided on page 159 in the June 1999 Implementation Plan is for all water use
efficiency activities.

WUE 2.3.1-9

Stage 1 action item 9 in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Program Plan indicates CALFED’s intention to assist
with resolving legal and institutional constraints to water recycling. CALFED fully intends to work with
stakeholders during Stage 1 to identify opportunities for such resolution.
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WIdE 2.3.1-10

This type of information will be the subject of actions directed by CALFED early in Stage 1. CALFED will look
to stakeholders for their constructive input into these issues as they are developed.

WUE 2.3.1-11

The Water Use Efficiency Program element wRl include increased technical assistance. The purpose of technical
assistance is to remove barriers to conservation adoption. CALFED staff will pursue the issue of public
perception during Stage 1.

2.3.2 Assurances

WUE 2.3.2-1

Assurances are an important aspect of the agricultural water use efficiency element. The agricultural water use
efficiency steering committee is currently engaged in discussions concerning whether and how regulatory
assurances will increase the effectiveness of implementation. This issue is expected to be clarified prior to the
ROD.

WUE 2.3.2-2
I

While program linkages are a necessary component of the overall Program, linkages between Water Use Efficiency
and construction of new storage will be implemented such that they will not unnecessarily link efforts to meet¯
the needs of one area with the progress or lack of progress in another area. See common response 4 for additional
information.

WUE 2.3.2-3 I

CALFED staff will consider agency and stakeholder viewpoints in crafting appropriate additional and as yet¯
undetermined consequences for noncompliance with agricultural water use efficiency measures. This issue is
expected to be clarified prior to the ROD and resolved during Stage 1.

Any Certification proposal advanced as part of the CALFED process will require legislative approval. At present,I
the California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC) is a non-profit organization created by the Urban
MOU to provide support and assistance in implementing cost-effective urban BMPs. The council is governed by¯
two voting groups: Group 1 consists of water agencies, and Group 2 is comprised of environmental and public
advocacy organizations. Under certification, the CUWCC’s status will need to be formalized by the Legislature,
and a separate enforcement entity (such as the SWRCB) will need to be designated.

1
The Water Use Efficiency Program and the proposed urban certification process will exempt water suppliers from
implementing water conservation activities that are not cost effective. However, the cost of conservation planning¯
and certification compliance are considered to be the responsibility of water agencies under the California Water
Code prohibitions against waste and unreasonable use. The proposed consequences of the certification process
would limit an agency’s access to new CALFED water and is not expected to affect existing water rights.1

I
On page 1-4 in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, the document states, "California irrigators and
growers have implemented pioneering methods to manage water supplies and improve efficiency." Further, the
Water Use Efficiency Program will rely on an incentive-based approach and will not mandate metering. The
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incentive-based approach will be based on quantifiable objectives that will simultaneously recognize regional
conservation needs and past conservation efforts. The element also will incorporate the work of the AWMC
(formerly AB 3616). Please also refer to response WUE 2.3.1-4.

WIFE 2.3.2-4

CALFED staff will consider agency and stakeholder viewpoints in crafting appropriate additional and as yet
undetermined consequences for noncompliance with agricultural water use efficiency measures.

WUE 2.3.2-5

We concur. The reference to "water seller" has been deleted from paragraph 1 on page 2-14 in the June 1999
Water Use Efficiency Program Plan.

2.3.3 Data Gathering, Monitoring, and Focused Research

WUE 2.3.3-1

CIMIS is a useful tool for understanding the water needs of crops, including landscape vegetation. CALFED
agrees that urban communities can promote the benefits of this tool to their users through a variety of methods.
Given the programmatic nature of the Water Use Efficiency Program, the details of implementing such
promotions are not developed. However, this is an excellent example of what can be promoted as part of the
actions described in this section in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan.

WIlE 2.3.3-2

CALFED agrees with these comments and in the final Water Use Efficiency Program Plan has included an action
focused on increased data gathering and focused research. This is an excellent example of a need that can be
facilitated by this action during Stage 1 implementation.

WUE 2.3.3-3

CALFED will monitor and quantify the benefits of water use efficiency actions throughout the CALFED
solution area.

2.3.4 Program Linkages

WUE 2.3.4-1

The following paragraph has been added to the end of the bulleted list in Section 2.3.4 in the Water Use Efficiency
Program Plan:

Adaptive Management - The water use efficiency element will be reevaluated
periodically and if necessary adjusted to reflect changes in our understanding of water
efficiency and related Program elements such as water quality, ecosystem restoration, and
water use supply reliability. This will be consistent with CALFED’s adaptive
management approach. This allows the CALFED Program to begin investing in water
use efficiency actions while estimates of future conservation potentials are being refined.
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Please see common response 2 for more information about why the Preferred Program Alternative includes
Storage and Conveyance elements.

3.1 Agricultural Zones

WUE 3.1-1

CALFED defines its solution area as those areas that are directly or indirectly connected to the Bay-Delta. The
existing Imperial Irrigation District/The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) water
transfer program is an example of how changes in water use in the lower Colorado River region can help meet
demand in southern California (thereby reducing Bay-Deka demand).

3.2 Urban Zones

WUE 3.2-1

The word "goal" in the following sentence in paragraph 1 on page 3-5 in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency
Program Plan has been changed to "potential" in the final plan:

"Because of the variation in conservation and reuse potential, urban areas were separated into the same
regional zones used for agricultural."

4. Agricultural Water Use Management and Efficiency Improvements

WUE 4-1

Paragraph 4 on page 4-1 in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Program Plan has been replaced with the following¯
paragraph:

The Panel agreed that the values contained here are acceptable preliminary estimates of¯
conservation potential They also made several valuable recommendations for refining these
estimates and strengthening the methodology. These recommendations included presenting
estimates of evaporation reduction potential. The Panel’s recommendations will be included in¯
a refinement of these estimates, which will be conducted during the first year of Stage 1.

4.2 General Statewide Assumptions

WUE 4.2-1

Changes in crop mix, fallowing, and permanent land retirement are intentionally not included in the Water Use
Efficiency Program. These are not viewed as "conservation measures" as CALFED uses the term in the Water
Use Efficiency Program. These measures could occur, however, as a result of actions taken by individual water
rights holders through participation in separate water markets. The Water Use Efficiency Program has the
potential to increase the usable water supplies only where k can reduce irrecoverable flows. In areas where
irrecoverable flows are not available, the program has the potential to improve water quality and in-stream flow
and timings. Tools such as the Water Management Strategy, currently underway, incorporate various scenarios
of conservation savings, storage quantities, and fallowing such that more informed decisions on specific actions
can be made. This effort will continue to be refined during Stage 1.
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see common response 13 more about CALFED area-of-origin water rights.Please for information and

WUE 4.2-2

CALFED has modified sentence 6 on page 4-6, first complete paragraph, in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency
Program Plan to read:

~For a grower, the decision to spend capital is generally made when the capital will be returned over a
relatively short period of time."

WUE 4.2-3

CALFED modified sentence 2, second complete paragraph, in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Programhas
Plan to read:

"For example, some growers use field workers not trained in irrigation management to irrigate rather than
a specially trained irrigator."

WUE 4.2-4

CALFED has deleted the indicated sentences from the Final Water Use Efficiency Program Plan.

4.5 Hydrologic Interconnections

WUE 4.5-1

Please refer to response WT 3.4.1-2 (in the Water Transfer Program Plan Responses to Comments) for a discussion
on transferability of conserved water.

CALFED is consistent in its discussion about water conservation and water transfers. The conservation estimates
provided by CALFED are separated into two primary categories: recovered losses with potential for rerouting
flows, and potential for recovering currently irrecoverable losses. Each category is defined in the Water Use
Efficiency Program Plan.

This section in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan describes hydrologic interconnections to provide readers
a better understanding of why CALFED distinguishes between these categories.

4.7    Estimating Agricultural Water Conservation Potential

WUE 4.7-1

CALFED agrees that there are continual changes to cropping patterns and to the actual quantity of irrigated
agricultural land. The conservation estimates in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan are based on 1995
"normalized" cropping patterns and subsequent water use. Normalized patterns reflect what would be grown
given normal hydrologic conditions--knowing that cropping patterns shift annually partly because of water
supplies.

Furthermore, CALFED’s estimates of potential water savings are based on analyzing potential changes in water
management practices, not cropping patterns. Water savings that result from changes in cropping patterns are
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¯
legitimate water savings and would likely, if not needed by the user making the change, be made available through¯
a water transfer to help satisfy another demand. One of the assumptions in Section 4.2 in the Water Use
Efficiency Program Plan states, "Although other changes in farm management also would reduce consumptive¯
use of water, only conservation of applied water is discussed [in this document]."

The role of other water management actions will be considered as part of the Water Management Strategy,¯
currently underway. This effort will continue to be refined during Stage 1.

WUE 4.7-2

The methodology used by CALFED to determine agricultural conservation savings is very simple. CALFED
used: (1) data to determine existing water use rates and, (2) assumptions assigned to the water use to various
fates--evapotranspiration (’ET), surface runoff, conveyance losses, and deep percolation. Savings were estimated
by assuming that surface runoff and deep percolation could be reduced by various levels under no action and with-
CALFED conditions. CALFED made absolutely no assumptions that took into account or limited the irrigation
technologies that could be implemented to achieve these savings. Rather, CALFED calculated a savings based on
improved delivery--from any kind of irrigation system or management improvement. The no action increment
of savings represents that savings that will be achieved as a result of existing trends, even absent a CALFED
solution.

CALFED’s estimates were further supported by findings of the independent review panel (refer to the Summary¯
Report by the Independent Review Panel on Agricultural Water Conservation Potential, December 14-16, 1998;
report prepared January 29, 1999). Although this panel identified potential refinements, the panel generally
concurred that the conservation estimates were "a reasonable initial estimate of overall agricultural water¯
conservation potential."

WUE 4.7-3

CALFED supports continued agriculture sustainability, including adequate and efficient soil leaching to avoid
salinization. This is reflected in our variable assumption for a leaching fraction to account for water that is
unavailable to conserve. In other words, this water may result in deep percolation that is seemingly inefficient,
but maintaining this water is critical to manage the salinity in the crop root zone. Current Program development
efforts for water use efficiency assume that adequate funding will be available to assist with implementation
measures.

WUE 4.7-4

During initial development of the agricultural water conservation estimates, it became obvious to CALFED that
discussing conservation savings in terms of efficiency improvements was misleading and not helpful to the overall
objective. Many stakeholders believed that CALFED should base estimates on on-farm irrigation efficiency
improvements. However, this type of on-farm data with statewide coverage does not exist. Only regional
information regarding ET, applied water quantities, and regional depletion (a combination of ET and other losses
such as conveyance evaporation, losses to salt sinks, or non-crop vegetation) was available. It was obvious to
CALFED that the only water savings potential is something less than the difference between what is applied
regionally and the ET for that same region--which is what CALFED attempted to estimate. CALFED has
removed the reference to effici.ency improvements from the estimating methodology to reduce the confusion for
readers.
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CALFED is the first that individual farm fields efficientacknowledge probablyto numerous are as as

economically feasible. At the same time, many fields can be much more efficient. Furthermore, as the economics
of farming continue to evolve, what is economically infeasible now may be appropriate to implement in the future
thus in further conservation that assumed unavailable.resulting savings wereonce

The particular data used to calculate potential savings in the Tulare Lake Basin (see Attachment A to the Water
Efficiency Program Plan) actually represent a application way to stateUse reduction of 15-20%. Another this

is that about half of the current "losses" can be conserved. Actual on-farm irrigation efficiency will vary since
there are often opportunities for water that runs off one field or farm to be reapplied by a downstream user. This

partly why not to or display terms efficiency improvements.is CALFEDchose calculate estimates of

Finally, although the Tulare Lake Basin is considered a "closed" system, several thousand acres of evaporation
ponds are primarily to evaporate Although a significant amountwaterintended surfaceandsub-surfacerunoff. of

that reaches these ponds is necessary for leaching, it is doubtful that there is no "waste."

4.7.1 Input Data Necessary to Develop Estimates

WUE 4.7.1-1

CALFED’s conservation estimates used normalized 1995 data from DWR regarding existing agricultural water
use. The CALFED agencies consider this to be the appropriate baseline from which to calculate conservation
potential. Under this methodology, there is really no limit on the total number of acres irrigated in any given
region. The limit is on the amount of water available to be applied. Conservation measures that allow for savings
to be reallocated to other agricultural uses may well allow for increased irrigated acreage. At the same time,
CALFED does recognize the long-term trend for less irrigated agricultural land, due in part to urbanization but
also due to limitations in water supplies, mismanagement of lands, and other factors.

As existing conservation efforts, they are recognized by CALFED by default through the use of the DWRfor
1995 data. These data account for historical improvements in efficiency.

Finally, in Section 1.2 in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, CALFED recognizes conservation efforts in
the following statement:

California’s strong public policy emphasis on efficiency and conservation ethic is reflected in the
many outstanding water use efficiency and conservation efforts throughout the state. California
irrigation districts and growers have implemented pioneering methods to manage water supplies
and improve efficiency.

4.8.4 AG4 - Eastside San Joaquin River

WUE 4.8.4-1

The value of 200,000 acre-feet of annual overdraft "primarily in San Joaquin and Madera Counties" was obtained
from DWR. Please provide CA_LFED with the necessary information to increase the value in order to reflect
additional overdraft east of Tulare Irrigation District, if a revision is needed. It should be noted, however, that
this information was provided to give the reader a general overview of the farming and hydrologic conditions for
each CALFED region. The value is not used for any additional purpose.
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4.9    Summary of Estimated Agricultural Conservation Potential

WUE 4.9-1

The CALFED agencies believe that the estimate of agricultural water conservation is realistic. The values
supported by an independent review panel (refer to the Summary Report by the Independent Review Panel on
Agricultural Water Conservation Potential, December 14-16, 1998; report prepared January 29, 1999). More
information about the derivation of these values is included in Section 4.7 in the Water Use Efficiency Program
Plan.

5.1    Summary of Findings

WUE 5.1-1

CALFED agrees with this comment and has removed the referenced figure. The figure was a remnant of previous
cost estimates but is not relevant to the current cost discussion presented in Section 5.8.

5.4    Estimating Urban Water Conservation Potential

WUE 5.4-1

CALFED’s estimate of urban water conservation is not based on full implementation of BMPs under the No
Action Alternative. As described in the subsections following Section 5.4 in the Water Use Efficiency Program
Plan, water savings for each water use sector (residential indoor; urban landscape; commercial, industrial, and
institutional; and water distribution system loss and leakage) are developed independent of an assumption of "full
implementation of the BMPs in the Urban MOU." For instance, residential indoor conservation estimates were
made by (1) assuming a baseline 2020 per capita indoor water use rate, (2) comparing that estimate to the rate that
is assumed to occur under a no action condition, and (3) comparing that estimate to a rate assumed under
conditions resulting from the CALFED Program. These assumptions are fully documented in the Water Use
Efficiency Program Plan.

Furthermore, implementation of the BMPs included in the Urban MOU are based on a cost-effectiveness test.
CALFED assumes that this same cost-effectiveness test will result in more measures implemented because of
assumptions for the No Action Alternative that likely will change current cost-effectiveness calculations (see
Attachment A to the Programmatic EIS/EIR for a description of No Action Alternative features). As such, more
Urban MOU BMPs are likely to be implemented by more water suppliers by 2020 without a CALFED Program
than are currently anticipated by urban water suppliers today. CALFED’s baseline and No Action Alternative
assumptions in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan account for this likelihood in an effort to determine
programmatic-level impacts and to understand the order-of-magnitude role of conservation in meeting CALFED’s
objectives.

Finally, "full implementation" of BMPs, as defined in the CALFED Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, is the¯
amount of savings determined by DWR in Bulletin 160-98, California Water Plan Update, November 1998. In
that document, DWR c£culates savings for "quantifiable BMPs" only--those BMPs for which DWR could make
an assumed conservation estimate--and assumes a saturation level (for example, the percentage of total households¯
implementing a quantifiable BMP like ultra-low-flow toilets). Their calculations do not represent total saturation
of BMPs, nor do they account for savings from nonquantifiable BMPs (for example, BMP No. 3, system water
audits, leak detection, and repair). The CALFED agencies believe that it is inappropriate to assume that the full¯
implementation savings estimated by DWR represents what can be saved if BMPs were implemented by the
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majority of retail water agencies and the majority of urban water users. Therefore, CALFED believes thatsavings

are achievable in addition to DWR’s value and without a CALFED Program. The Water Use Efficiency Program
actions can then result in greater water savings due to (1) even greater levels of implementation of the current list
of BMPs financial for conservation actions that and additionalthrough support are not locallycost effective, (2)
conservation measures that likely will be more commonplace in the next 30 years (for example, recirculating hot
water systems and low-water-use appliances) as technology improves and public acceptance increases.

This detail of the certification process is not completely defined in this Programmatic EIS/EIR but will be
resolved during Stage 1.

WUE 5.4-2

As in the Water Use CALFED estimates conservation for fourpresented EfficiencyProgramPlan, potential water
use sectors: (1) residential indoor; (2) urban landscape; 0) commercial, industrial, and institutional; and (4) water
distribution system loss and leakage. Potential savings for each sector are calculated by establishing a baseline

(for example, water use rates 2020 given existing actions), assuming a nocondition residentialindoor in action
condition (for example, residential indoor water use rates in 2020 given implementation of BMPs by more
suppliers and users, see response WUE 5.4-1), and assuming a with-project condition that results from CALFED’s

(for example, water use rates in 2020 CALFED incentives assuranceactions residentialindoor thatresultfrom and
mechanisms). This process results in estimates of savings under a no action condition (the difference between
baseline and no action assumptions) and estimated savings under with-project conditions. There is no double
counting.

CALFED agrees that the current list of BMPs in the Urban MOU is extensive and incorporates most, if not all,
types conservation measures. The key, however, is in the assumption how many BMPs are implementedof of

under given conditions. Actions undertaken by water suppliers and users under the CALFED with-project
condition are the same as those under the no action condition and under the baseline condition. The
implementation that result in greater savings at each incrementlevels differ.

Finally, CALFED’s conservation estimates were developed to help design the Water Use Efficiency Program.
Understanding the potential conservation with without CALFED understanding typeslevelsof and actionsaids

and levels of incentives and assurance mechanisms necessary to achieve greater levels of water use efficiency in the
urban sector.

WUE 5.4-3

CALFED agrees with this point and has ensured that the Final Water Use Efficiency Program Plan contains
appropriate statements regarding the limitations of assumptions and water savings estimates. It should be noted,
however, that the Water Use Efficiency Program itself is not predicated on the actual conservation estimates.
Rather, these values helped CALFED to design the appropriate types and levels of incentives and assurance
mechanisms.

To improve these types of shortcomings for the benefit of future planning exercises, the Water Use Efficiency
Program includes an action aimed at data gathering, monitoring, and focused research. This action will help bring
needed resources to an important part of future conservation planning and implementation. Please refer to
Section 2.3.3 in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan for more information on this CALFED action.

!
CALFED Water Use Eff’miency Program Plan                WUE-19                          Response to Comments, Volume

C--02831 8
C-02831



WUE 5.4-4

Full implementation of BMPs, as used in this section in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, is the amount
of savings determined by DWR in Bulletin 160-98, California Water Plan Update, November 1998. The amount
is based on a limited level of implementation of quantifiable BMPs included in the Urban MOU. Not all of the
BMPs are quantifiable. As such, CALFED’s no action condition and its with-project condition assume greater
levels of implementation (that is, more users/water suppliers are implementing measures) than assumed in DWR’s
estimate.

CALFED agrees that the current list of BMPs in the Urban MOU is extensive and incorporates most, if not all,
types of conservation measures. The key, however, is in the assumption of how extensive the implementation
of BMPs is under given conditions. Actions undertaken by water suppliers and users under the CALFED with-
project condition are the same as those under the no action condition and under the baseline condition. It is not
the action that changes but the increased levels of implementation that resuk in savings at each increment.
CALFED’s estimates assume that more users and water suppliers implement more of the BMPs, at greater levels
than assumed by DWR and included as the baseline.

Finally, implementation of the BMPs included in the Urban MOU are based on a cost-effectiveness test.
CALFED assumes that this same cost-effectiveness test will result in more measures implemented because of no
action assumptions that will likely change current cost-effectiveness calculations (see Attachment A to the
Programmatic EIS/EIR for a description of No Action Alternative features). As such, more Urban MOU BMPs
are likely to be implemented by more water suppliers by 2020 without a CALFED Program than are currently
anticipated by urban water suppliers today.

WUE 5.4-5

CALFED has included a list of the factors assumed under the No Action Alternative in Attachment A to the
Programmatic EIS/EIR. Included in this list are several factors, such as the Central Valley Project Improvement
Act (CVPIA), that will continue to change the existing water management environment. Consequently, the cost-
effectiveness test applied by water suppliers and others contemplating conservation will continue to evolve even
without the influence of CALFED actions. In addition, existing trends and actions being undertaken by water
suppliers and water users will continue to resuk in water conservation savings that do not exist today but are
indicated in many local water suppliers planning studies.

WUE 5.4-6

Implementation of the BMPs included in the Urban MOU are based on a cost-effectiveness test. CALFED
assumes that this same cost-effectiveness test will result in more measures implemented because of no action and
with CALFED assumptions that likely will change current cost-effectiveness calculations (see Attachment A to
the Programmatic EIS/EIR for a description of No Action Alternative features). The Water Use Efficiency
Program includes incentive programs with funding. The program also includes assurance mechanisms to ensure
that more water suppliers are actively evaluating the cost effectiveness of conservation measures. Consequently,
more Urban MOU BMPs are likely to be implemented by more water suppliers by 2020 without a CALFED
Program than are currently anticipated by urban water suppliers today.

CALFED does recognize the limitations to how much conservation can occur and that our estimates are
theoretical (but with practicality factored in). Howe4er, the Water Use Efficiency Program is not mandating that
particular conservation quantities be reached. CALFED is committed to ensuring that conservation is planned
and appropriately implemented, but the end results cannot be accurately predicted.
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WUE 5.4-7

CALFED’s conservation estimates do not differentiate between who implements measures or how they are
implemented--actively or passively, are not to provide typeTheestimates intended this of informationbecause
CALFED is not mandating the implementation of particular conservation measures. The Water Use Efficiency
Program includes incentive programs and assurances that were developed, in part, by understanding the potential

conservation feasible under action and with-CALFED conditions.water savings no

WUE 5.4-8

CALFED fully supports continued participation and encourages new data or methodologies to be brought
forward in CALFED’s Water Management Strategy, currently underway. This effort will continue to be refined

1 and will be fundamental refined conservation estimatesthat time.duringStage to more at

WUE 5.4-9

The conservation estimates used by the CALFED agencies in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan are intended
to help understand the order-of-magnitude role of conservation in improving statewide water management. The

are not absolutes, nor they necessarily unique community.ValUeS do characterizetheconditionsof each The
calculations of water savings are based on regional assumptions and may or may not fully reflect a particular local
condition. For instance, global assumptions for landscape water use for the Bay Region may not reflect use for
all within this defined the estimates intended illustrate the for additionalareas region.However, are to potential
water savings in the urban sector. Achieving additional water savings will require implementing the types of
actions described in Section 2 in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan. While some entities already have

high of efficiency can no more, may many untapped opportunities--especiallyachieved levels and do others have
in conjunction with the CALFED-supported technical and financial incentives.

5.4.1 Residential Indoor Conservation

WUE 5.4.1-1

The 1998 update of this study, available at the WaterWiser web site Oattp://www.waterwiser.org/.wtruse98/
indoor.html)i revised these numbers upward, indicating that current averages are higher than those previously
estimated. CALFED has assumed values representing typical conditions throughout the state to estimate anorder-
of-magnitude conservation savings potential. CALFED recognizes that some communities in the state already
have a low indoor water use but other areas, even within the same region (for example, southern California), have
much higher use rates. CALFED assumes that all communities can average 55 gallons per capita per day (gpcd)
by 2020, knowing that some communities will exceed this average and reach this rate sooner than 2020 and other
users will lag behind. For the Programmatic EIS/EIR, CALFED assumes that this value is appropriate for the
purpose for which it was used.

A CALFED Stage 1 action to develop legislation for water measurement requires appropriate measurement for
all water users in California. CALFED staff will take into account costs, benefits, and geographic extent of the
solution area when defining appropriate measurement. Likewise, staff will consider appropriate geographic
definition in developing its urban certification program and definition of appropriate measurement.

In some metropolitan areas, water meters can be an effective method of encouraging urban water conservation.
CALFED encourages and expects to support local water conse~ation actions. Local creativity and ingenuity will
provide the best water conservation solutions.
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WUE 5.4.1-2

As indicated in the comment, CALFED’s indoor residential water use estimates are based on reducing per capita
use by 5 gallons per day as users move from a future baseline of 65 to 60 gpcd under the no action condition. The
CALFED actions would resuk in an additional 5-gallon per capita savings (to 55 gpcd). The discussion in
Section 5.4.4 in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan regarding the existing condition of 75 gpcd is informative
but irrelevant to the calculated savings. Therefore, the no action estimates (a move from 65 to 60 gpcd) generally
do not include savings that have already occurred.

Furthermore, the American Water Works Association Research Foundation (AWWARF) study referenced in the
comment was revised in 1998 to indicate that the average per capita indoor use rate was 74 gpcd. The previous
report indicated 64.6 gpcd. Therefore, existing water use rates may not be as accurate as some water suppliers
consider them to be.

Finally, all the numbers aside, the Water Use Efficiency Program involves a set of actions with incentive programs
and assurance mechanisms. It is not a program to mandate a predetermined level of conservation savings. The
estimates developed by CALFED helped to shape the water use efficiency actions and helped CALFED to
understand the order-of-magnitude role of conservation in statewide water management.

WUE 5.4.1-3

CALFED assumed a feasible per capita use rate of 55 gpcd based on information in the 1998 AWWARF’s
Residential End Use Study. Some stakeholders feel that it is appropriate to use data from studies such as the
AWWARF study to support claims of why existing per capita rates are lower than those discussed by CALFED
but do not support the same research information as a source for projected future per capita rates. This
information served the needs of CALFED in developing the Water Use Efficiency Program and in understanding
the potential role of conservation in statewide water management.

~ 5.4.1-4

A primary component of the Water Use Efficiency Program is to provide incentives, such as grants and low-
interest loans, to help water suppliers and water users implement cost-effective conservation measures. CALFED
does not limit these incentives to any particular method of conservation. Therefore, hot water recirculations
systems, if a cost-effective approach for a particular interested party, would be supported by the program.

5.4.2 Urban Landscape Conservation

WUE 5.4.2-1

The Water Use Efficiency Program agrees that xeriscape is a useful water conservation tool. Through the
incentive programs being developed by CALFED, this tool, along with numerous other water conservation tools,
will be promoted throughout the state. These actions will occur during Stage I implementation (after the Final
Programmatic EIS/EIR is certified).

WUE 5.4.2-2

As noted by the commentor, CALFED acknowledges that no empirical data support the baseline assumption of
1.2 reference ET for landscape water use. CALFED encourages any data to be provided to CALFED that could
be used to further support this judgment or to modify the assumption. Given the lack of existing data, the
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CALFED estimate of conservation is within and thatlandscape potential appropriate improvedrange assumes
baseline data would likely only reduce the current projected savings. Because the 1.2 ET value should be lower,
resulting in less water applied, less potential to save would result.

WUE 5.4.2-3

CALFED that all runoff from flows and is "recovered" in thelandscapeagrees not irrigation to stormsewers

downstream water system. On page 5-15 in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, we note that this
is part of the conservation potential as landscape water use slides from 1.2 ET down to and including 0.8 ET.
Furthermore, the calculations in Attachment B the Water Use Plan document how thisto EfficiencyProgram
savings is calculated.

are more appropriate to use region, appreciate being broughtIf there values foreach CALFEDwould thedata
to our attention.

Finally, are not targets or goals. They were to help designtheconservationestimates intended CALFED the
Water Use Efficiency Program, including identifying the types and levels of incentive programs and appropriate
assurance mechanisms. Adjusting for the relatively small volume of additional savings that would result from

calculations factors wouldresult in CALFED the of the Water Usechanging changingour not design Efficiency
Program.

WUE 5.4.2-4

CALFED welcomes any data available from other sources to refine the estimates of conservation potential.
Although methodology employed by Programuseful, depend on inputs, empiricalthe the is results the Useful
data are lacking; therefore, CALFED used data that were available and made assumptions.

It should be that the conservation values of CALFED. The estimatesnoted,however, goalsare not targetsor

helped CALFED to design the Water Use Efficiency Program and aided in understanding of the order-of-
magnitude role of conservation in statewide water management.

5.4.3 Interior Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional Conservation

WIdE 5.4.3-1

In this section in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, CALFED does discuss conservation potential in the
commercial, industrial, and institutional (C[D water use sector. These values are part of the overall conservation
estimate used by CALFED to perform programmatic-level impact analysis and to understand the order-of-
magnitude contribution of water conservation as one of several water management tools.

WUE 5.4.3-2

savings estimated by CALFED for the CII sector represent a programmatic-level assessment to assist withThe
impact analysis and to understand the order-of-magnitude role of conservation in future statewide water
management. Data and assumptions used by CALFED were provided and supported by CALFED agencies. The
estimates are intended to represent average savings for CII water users throughout the state. Any particular
facility or possible sector of industry may likely have much higher water savings.
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¯
CALFED agrees that some industrial sites can modify their processes, install more efficient equipment, recycle,
use reclaimed water, and otherwise reduce a large percentage of their water consumption.

More than 700 CII water audit surveys have been completed in California in the last 5 years. The numbersI
reflected in the surveys indicate cost-effective water conservation in the range cited by CALFED. Should
parameters change that dramatically affect the cost-effectiveness calculations, significantly more conservation[]
potential may occur. In addition, emphasis on environmental standards adopted by industry (ISO 14000) may
encourage more conservation measures to be implemented.

If reductions of 50-90% are feasible, CALFED will incorporate the resultant savings into their programmatic1
estimates. Such information can be useful during Stage i implementation as CALFED continues to design specific
components of the Preferred Program Alternative. Tools such as the Water Management Strategy that is¯
currently underway incorporate various scenarios of conservation savings, storage quantities, and fallowing so that
more informed decisions can be made on specific actions. This effort will continue to be refined during Stage 1.

Furthermore, CALFED disagrees that reduction of 22% of a particular C]~ user’s water supply is not verifiableI
and is difficult to justify. In other water use sectors, such as agriculture, savings of only a few percent can easily
be verified and are often justified by the user.

The Water Use Efficiency Program is directed at incentive programs and assurance mechanisms designed to ensure
that all water use sectors are implementing all cost-effective water conservation measures. The program is not¯
advocating the installation of conservation when it cannot be economically justified. If CII conservation savings
are feasible at levels greater than those assumed by CALFED in the programmatic analysis, CALFED’s actions
(incentives and assurances) will provide the support to implement them.

1
Also see responses WUE 2.3.1-10; WUE 5.4.3-3; WUE 5.4.3-4; WUE 5.8-1; and WUE 6-3.

~ 5.4.3-3 I

Full implementation of BMPs, as defined in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, is the amount of savings¯
determined by DWR in Bulletin 160-98, California Water Plan Update, November 1998. The amount is based
on a limited level of implementation of quantifiable BMPs included in the Urban MOU. Not all of the BMPs are
quantifiable. ~onsequently, CALFED’s no action condition and with-project condition assume greater levels of¯
implementation (that is, more users/water suppliers are implementing measures) than are assumed in DWR’s
estimate.

CALFED agrees that the current list of BMPs in the Urban MOU is extensive and incorporates most, if not all,
types of conservation measures. The key, however, is in the assumption of how extensive the implementation
of BMPs is under given conditions. Actions undertaken by water suppliers and users under the CALFED with-¯
project condition are the same as those under the no action condition and under the baseline condition. The
implementation levels that resuk in greater savings at each increment differ. CALFED’s estimates assume that
more users and water suppliers implement more of the BMPs, at greater levels than assumed by DWR and¯
included as the baseline.

Furthermore, CALFED agrees that limited empirical data are available beyond the U.S. Environmental¯
Protection Agency (EPA) study to support or dispute the assumed savings potential. However, CALFED’s
estimates were developed to aid in programmatic-level impact assessment and in understanding the order-of-
magnitude role of conservation in statewide water management. The estimates were also essential in designing¯
the types and levels of incentive programs and assurance mechanisms.
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I WUE 5.4.3-4

CALFED agrees that to achieve higher levels of conservation in the CI-I sector, many of its water users must adopt
I water The Water Use Efficiency includes incentive (including funding)changes.management Program programs

and assurance mechanisms that are intended to result in greater scrutiny of existing water use methods by these
users and/or their suppliers. These and other CALFED actions will change the factors assessed in a cost-

I effectiveness likely in adoption of conservation than the level assumed giventest, resulting greater measures
current economic and water supply conditions.

I WUE 5.4.3-5

Development of local water use efficiency ordinances was provided as ari example of an implementation measure.
The of these and other within the of this document.specificimplementation measuresarenot programmaticscope

i
5.6    Regional Conservation Estimates

WUE 5.6-1

I The 5-25 in 1 in Section 5.6 in the 1999 Water Usehighlighted paragraphsentenceon page June Emciency
Program Plan has been changed as follows:

"These estimates best estimate of the for urban demand but andprovide potential goalsour arenot targets,
and are not intended to be used for planning purposes."

I of Estimated Urban Conservation Potential5.7 Summary Water

WUE 5.7-1
I

The underlying premise of CALFED’s water conservation estimates is that existing BMPs and other water
conservation measures will be implemented at greater levels and by more water suppliers and users than the levelI estimated in their of full of result of action suchby DWR quantification implementationBMPs factors,asa no

as the CVPIA and other items that may affect the future economics of implementing water conservation measures.

I The in in Section 5.7 in the 1999 Water Use Plan hassentence paragraph2 on page5-48 June EfficiencyProgram
been modified to clarify this point.

I 5.8 Estimated Cost of EfficiencyImprovements

I WUE 5.8-1

CALFED agrees with this point and has added the following text at the end of Section 5.8 in the Final Water Use

i Efficiency Program Plan:

Furthermore, k should be noted that unit costs are only half of the equation when evaluating the
merits of a conservation program. Benefits achieved from the measure are the other half.I Information both and benefits is essential for be madeon COSTS appropriatejudgmentsto regarding
the appropriateness of any particular water conservation program.

!
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WUE 5.8-2

CALFED agrees that information is lacking to provide such an analysis. However, the unit cost information in
the document was provided solely for informational purposes. CALFED’s conservation estimates do not
represent targets or goals that the program intends to mandate but were necessary to properly design incentive
programs and assurance mechanisms. CALFED does not mandate implementing conservation and further
assumes that only cost-effective conservation measures will be implemented (noting that future cost-effectiveness
calculations may differ from those today, as cost factors evolve). The Water Use Efficiency Program Plan does
not indicate or suggest who is responsible for the cost of water conservation measures. Therefore, it is
inappropriate to assume that all of a particular unit cost is to be borne only by water suppliers. At a minimum,
CALFED’s incentive programs will provide funding sources that will help whoever implements conservation
measures to achieve their goals.

6. Water Recycling

WUE 6-1

CALFED agrees with this comment and, although approaching from the other side, attempts to address this issue
by reducing the amount of wastewater flow generated as a result of conservation efforts. Please see Section 6.5.1
in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan.

CALFED has reviewed the Executive Summary in the Programmatic EIS/EIR and improved such references
where possible. Absent any reference in the Executive Summary, CALFED nevertheless views water recycling
as one of several integral tools designed to improve statewide water management. To this end, CALFED will
develop the incentive programs necessary to help achieve greater levels of water recycling, as discussed in Section 2
in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan.

CALFED will be refining incentive programs, including identifying types and levels of funding, during Stage la
of the Program implementation. CALFED will rely on interested stakeholders to help with this process.

6.1    New Water Supply vs. Total Water Recycling

WUE 6.1-1

CALFED agrees that determining such information would be valuable to the extent that it can be determined.
During Stage 1 implementation, CALFED proposes to support and participate in such types of studies as part of
efforts necessary to determine the appropriate cost-sharing and resource allocations. CALYED would support
WateReuse Association’s participation in such studies.

6.2    Understanding Water Recycling Opportunities

WUE 6.2-1

In the following last sentence in paragraph 4 on page 6-5 in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Program Plan,
the word "ensure" has been replaced with "foster":
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"To foster a high degree of public confidence in water recycling, CALFED could provide funding to
support current public education programs, and research and development efforts."

The audience and approach to CALFED outreach activities will be adjusted through an adaptive process, but the
specific activities of this approach are not within the scope of this programmatic document.

~ 6.2-2

The Water Use Efficiency and Water Quality Programs are linked in the objectives of increasing water supply
reliability and high-quality water supplies. CALFED agrees that improving the water quality of both Delta water
and recycled water can help to achieve those objectives. To that end, CALFED will [[continue to?]] work within
the framework described in the Programmatic EIS/EZR and program plans to help local agencies meet the
regulatory requirements for water quality.

6.3    Determining Water Recycling Potential

WUE 6.3-1

CALFED has reconciled this discrepancy by revising the reference in paragraph 1 in Section 6.3 to reflect
485 TAF.

6.3.1 Regional Water Recycling Studies

WUE 6.3.1-1

CALFED has added a conditional statement to the existing text.

6.4.1 Supply and Demand Constraints on Potential No Action Levels

WUE 6.4.1-1

CALFED regrets to hear this information. Agencies should not need to react in such a manner. CALFED is
committed to helping improve the public acceptability of these and other types of recycling projects. Without
broader public acceptance, additional water recycling potential is much more difficult to achieve.

CALFED has modified the reference to San Diego’s project to reflect this information.

WUE 6.4.1-2

CALFED agrees and has changed the wording to reflect that improper timing is among several critical limits, not
the most critical limit.

WUE 6.4.1-3

CALFED appreciates this information and has made the necessary changes.

!
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6.4.3 Assumed Water Recycling Potential under No Action Alternative Conditions

WUE 6.4.3-1

While CALFED agencies applaud MWD’s efforts to support local recycling programs, the fact remains that
CALFED is not a completed action; therefore, actions taken by agencies are part of the no action scenario. Please
see Attachment A in the Programmatic EIS/EIR for more detailed discussion of the No Action Alternative.

WUE 6.4.3-2

CALFED agrees that limited empirical data support or dispute the assumed recycling levels. However,
CALFED’s estimates were developed to aid in programmatic-level impact assessment and to understand the order-
of-magnitude role of conservation in statewide water management. The estimates were also essential to help
design the types and levels of incentive programs and assurance mechanisms.

To improve these types of shortcomings for the benefit of future planning exercises, the CALFED Water Use
Efficiency Program includes an action aimed at data gathering, monitoring, and focused research. This action will
help bring needed resources to an important part of future recycling planning and implementation. Please refer
to Section 2.3.3 in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan for more information on this CALFED action.

Furthermore, CALFED did find one reference that may be somewhat useful. A 1996 paper, A Retrospective
Assessment of Water Reclamation Projects (by Richard A. Mills and Takashi Asano in Water and Science
Technology. Vol. 33, No. 10-11, pages 59-70, printed in Great Britain) states: "Based on reports on many of these
projects, it is found that two-thirds of the projects are delivering 75% or less of the expected amounts of water."

The "projects" referenced are 38 that SWRCB funded since 1980; 25 are now operating. When the paper was
written, data for at least 1 or more years of operation were available on 16 of the 25 projects. Comparisons of
planned versus actual deliveries are based on records of actual deliveries and use by water users. As a group, the
projects were delivering only 63% of the water expected. Two-thirds of the projects were delivering 75% or less
than the planned deliveries. This information generally supports our assumption of achieving only 50% of the
anticipated levels of water recycling obtained in the CALFED referenced surveys.

6.6    Summary of Statewide Water Recycling Potential

WISE 6.6-1

Please see response WUE 1.4-4. The ranges shown in Table 6-3 in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan may
seem optimistic in light of existing conditions and drivers influencing levels of water recycling. However, factors
such as impending changes in wasteload allocation based on total maximum daily load and expected increases in
drought shortages due to increased population and economic growth may encourage more than the 65% of 2020
flows shown in Table 6-3 in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan. These ranges will be refined as Stage 1
implementation of the CA_LFED solution progresses and the effects of changes in policies and regulations become
clear. Furthermore, as indicated on page 6-15 in the June 1999 Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, CALFED’s
estimated recycling ranges from 30% of 2020 wastewater flow to 65%.

!
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WUE 6.6-2

CALFED appreciates your viewpoints. For the programmatic purposes of this document, the analysis undertaken
by CALFED achievable level of that and should The focusrepresents aggressivean yet waterrecycling can occur.

now should be placed on developing the appropriate tools to accomplish much greater levels of water recycling,
as discussed in Section 2 in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan. The CALFED agencies are committed to
working to identify funding necessary to move recycling towith stakeholdersinorder andobtainthe much
greater levels in California.

~ 6.6-3

CALFED acknowledges the uncertainty in developing water recycling estimates because of limited information
about the effects of the of and because of othersourcewaterquality feasibility projects impediments.on numerous
With this in mind, CALFED has developed a broad range of water recycling potential, as presented in
Section 6.5.1 in the Water Use Efficiency Program Plan. Furthermore, CALFED’s estimates were developed for
a primary purposes:few

¯ To provide information for programmatic-level impact assessments,

¯ To gain a better understanding of the order-of-magnitude role of conservation and recycling in
statewide water management, and

¯ To aid CALFED in designing the appropriate types and levels of incentive programs and
assurance mechanisms.

The estimates are not targets, objectives, or goals. CALFED is not mandating that these or any other levels of
water recycling be achieved. CALFED is, however, requiring that many actions (see Section 2 in the Water Use
Efficiency Program Plan) by water suppliers implementation more reusebeundertaken thatwill result the of

projects. The actual savings that will result cannot be more accurately estimated without extensive studies that
are beyond the scope of this Programmatic EIS/EZR.

WUE 6.6-4

As in Table 6-1 in Water Use Efficiency Program Plan, CALFED does acknowledge theshown the multitudeof

uses of recycled water. The estimates developed by CALFED to indicate the potential for future water recycling
levels are independent of the uses of that recycled water--whether for agricultur£ water supply or to augment
stream flows. However, CALFED has not included any analysis regarding potential water quality or ecosystem
restoration benefits beyond simple water supply. Please see response WUE 6.6-3 for more information on the
purpose and limitations of the CALFED analysis.

!
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WATERSHED PROGRAM PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Glossary

WSH-Glossary-1

Thank you for the comment. The suggested change has been incorporated into the Watershed Program’s
definition of the term "watershed restoration."

1.2.1 Primary Objectives

WSH 1.2.1

The goal of the Watershed Program Plan is to provide technical and financial assistance for watershed activities
that help meet the mission and goals of the CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED Program). Potential
watershed activities may cover a broad array of possibilities, including protection of oak woodlands (see
Section 3.3, ~Desired Outcomes," and Section 3.3.5, "Improved Watershed Stewardship" in the Watershed
Program Plan). Implementation of the Watershed Program Plan will include consideration of all watershed
management projects that are consistent with the Watershed Program principles (Section 3.2 in the Watershed
Program Plan), are in concert with local needs and desires, and support the objectives of CALFED.

1.4    Geographic Scope

WSH 1.4-1

The Watershed Program Plan designates no geographic boundaries for support of solutions to the problems
described by CALFED for the Bay-Delta system. Any project that supports attainment of the objectives of
CALFED (see Section 1.2.1, "Primary Objectives," in the Watershed Program Plan) will be eligible for support
from the Watershed Program, regardless of geographic location.

WSH-1.4-2

The CALFED Program was created to address a specific set of resource problems (ecosystem quality, water
quality, water supply reliability, and Delta levee stability) manifest in or closely linked to the Suisun Bay/Suisun
Marsh and Delta area. This area is commonly described as the CALFED problem area. The CALFED Program
was not created to address all resource concerns within the larger estuary. In contrast to the problem area, the
solution scope of the CA_LFED Program is quite broad, potentially including any action that could help to solve
identified problems. The Watershed Program is not a regulatory or mandatory program and will not require
anyone to develop a plan that benefits the estuary. The Watershed Program is designed to support community-
based watershed activities that contribute to the goals and objectives of CALFED, and to address concerns within
the problem area--regardless of the physical location of those watershed activities.

!
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WSH 1.4-3

The Watershed Program Plan states, "Actions that would result in beneficial impacts on the resources of the Bay-
Delta and that support the goals and objectives of CALFED will be considered, regardless of the physical location
of action implementation." The program will not discriminate between urban and non-urban watersheds but will
focus on the ability of proposed projects to further the goals and objectives of CALFED (see Section 1.2.1 in the
Watershed Program Plan) in a manner consistent with the CALFED Program principles of participation.

WSH 1.4-4

CALFED’s solution area is defined in part to include the entire watershed of the Sacramento River. The
Sacramento River watershed is made up of numerous tributaries, including Cache Creek. Cache Creek is fed
directly by Clear Lake. A small portion of the watershed of Clear Lake falls within Mendocino County.
Therefore, that area of Mendocino County has been included as part of the solution area for the CALFED
Program.

WSH 1.4-5

The Watershed Program Plan notes, "The Watershed Program will support activities that provide benefits to the
areas within the problem scope." Watershed activities anywhere that help to achieve the goals of CALFED and
follow the Watershed Program principles will be considered for support from the Watershed Program.

1.5 Watershed Program Goals and Objectives

WSH 1.5-1

The Watershed Program objectives do not preclude support for water consumption reduction programs that help
achieve CALFED objectives (see Section 1.2.1 in the Watershed Program Plan), and specifically recognize the
validity of water conservation as a desired outcome of program implementation (see Section 3.3.5.1 in the
Watershed Program Plan).

WSH 1.5-2

CALFED does recognize that Delta pumping is a stressor to many Delta-dependent aquatic species. The
Watershed Program is designed in part to support activities within the watersheds of the Bay-Delta that help to
meet the objectives of CALFED (see Section 1.2.1 in the Watershed Program Plan), including activi.ties that
"improve ecological functions in the Bay-Delta." The Watershed Program will consider supporting community-
based actions within the watersheds of the Bay-Delta, as well as watersheds receiving water from the Bay-Delta,
that are designed to reduce Delta pumping as a stressor.

WSH-1.5-3

One goal of the Watershed Program is to provide technical and financial assistance for watershed activities that
help to meet the mission and objectives of CALFED. The program is particularly interested in providing this
assistance to local, community-based programs and activities, using a watershed-based approach (see Section 3.2,
"Watershed Program Principles," in the Watershed Program Plan). The Watershed Program will consider
providing assistance to the community-based efforts on Putah Creek and Cache Creek, as well as to numerous
other watershed programs--to the degree that these efforts are consistent with the Watershed Program principles,
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and the that activities carried these contribute the overall mission andto degree out through programs to

objectives of the CALFED Program.

WSH 1.5-4

The statement quoted from page 3.1 in the June 1999 Watershed Program Plan is not intended to describe a
planned program accomplishment,planned "accomplishments" Program areThe theWatershed described
within the plan as the Watershed Program goal, primary objectives, and desired outcomes. The Watershed
Program goal (Section 1.5 in the Watershed Program Plan) is "to provide assistance--both technical and
financial--for watershed activities thatachieve the mission and of andhelp objectives CALFED, helpto
coordinate and integrate existing and future local watershed programs." The primary objectives for the Watershed
Program are described in Section 1.5.1 in the Watershed Program Plan. The desired outcomes of the Watershed

described in Sections 3.3.1 3.3.5 in the Watershed Plan.Program throughare Program

1.5.1 Primary Objectives

WSH 1.5.1-1

The of the Watershed the of outlined in Section 1.2.1objectives Programare to support objectives CALFED,as
in the Watershed Program Plan--including "improve and increase aquatic and terrestrial habitats and improve
ecological functions in the Bay-Delta to support sustainable populations of diverse and valuable plant and animal
species."

WSH 1.5.1-2

A primary objective of the Watershed Program is the integration of Watershed Program activities with other
CALFED common programs. Projects proposed that emphasize water quality improvements, for instance, would

closely aligned with the priority areas of the Water Quality Program, to objectivesbe achievethe boththe
Water Quality Program and the Watershed Program. (Also see Section 2.5 in the Watershed Program Plan.)

WSH 1.5.1-3

The Watershed Program Plan was developed as a programmatic, rather than a project-specific document. The
program plan identified a broad set of program goalsobjectives, along with a descriptionhastherefore and
potential desired outcomes, to describe the intended benefits that the program will generate. These broad goals
and objectives and desired outcomes will be used to guide the development and implementation of local,
community-based watershed programs. Prior to receiving substantial support for program implementation from
the Watershed Program, these community-based programs will need to develop specific measurable objectives and
define the actions (including restoration actions) to be undertaken to meet these specific objectives.

The implementation plan for the Watershed Program is still being refined as a part of the Watershed Program
Plan. When completed, the implementation plan will contain a clear description of the processes to be used in
establishing program priorities and in making on actions to be supported by theannual decisions theselectionof

Watershed Program. The decision-making process will include clear criteria that will help to ensure that
Watershed Program assistance will be focused on those activities with the greatest potential for addressing the
ecosystem quality, water quality~ water supply reliability, and levee stability objectives of the CALFED Program.
The program is currently working closely with the Bay Delta Advisory Council’s (BDAC’s) Watershed Work
Group and the Interagency Watershed Agency Team to develop these important processes.
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WSH 1.5.1-4

As described in the Watershed Program Plan, the Watershed Program was established as an aid to achieving the
overarching goal of CALFED by working with the community at a watershed level. The goals of the Watershed
Program are to (1) provide assistance (both financial and technical) for watershed activities that help achieve
CALFED’s mission, and (2) help coordinate and integrate existing and future local watershed programs. Whereas
other CALFED common programs have identified specific projects to be implemented in distinct geographic
regions, the Watershed Program took a different approach and compiled a list of desired outcomes (see "Desired
Outcomes" on page 3-3 in the June 1999 Watershed Program Plan). The Watershed Program is designed to help
support projects that are initiated by the community, technically appropriate, and politically in concert with local
needs and desires.

WSH 1.5.1-5

Establishing total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) is the responsibility of the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB), the Regional Water Quality Control Boards, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. It is not
the responsibility of the Watershed Program to establish TMDLs. The Watershed Program will coordinate and
collaborate with these agencies in an effort to maximize the overall benefits of our various program efforts. It is
possible that the Watershed Program could provide technical or financial assistance to community-based programs
working to address water quality concerns within their watersheds, including those water quality issues related
to discharges from agricultural lands. The availability of program assistance would depend on how well the actions
undertaken by these local efforts (to comply with regulations) in turn help to meet CALFED’s water quality,
ecosystem quality, water supply reliability, or levee stability objectives and their adherence to the principles
described in Section 3.2, "Watershed Program Principles," in th’e Watershed Program Plan.

WSH 1.5.1-6

Land use planning, including zoning and many other land use decisions, falls within the jurisdiction of city and
county governments. It would not be appropriate for CALFED to make policy recommendations to limit the
geographical expansion of California cities. Regarding the Watershed Program, activities supported by the
program will comply with land use plans in place within the watersheds where these activities occur (see
responses WSH 2.2-5 and WSH 2.2-6).

WSH 1.5.1-7

Rather than try to accomplish this type of analysis at a programmatic level, the Watershed Program has chosen
instead to establish a program of technical and financial assistance that will support community-based watershed
management. It is anticipated that one of the early actions undertaken by the program will be to support
community-based efforts to develop comprehensive watershed assessments. These specific watershed-scale
assessments will identify and quantify the threats that may be present within those individual watersheds. These
assessments then will lead to development of locally appropriate strategies to address the threats that have been
identified.

2.1.2 Watershed Stewardship

WSH-2.1.2-1

The Watershed Program has been designed to provide technical and financial assistance to community-based
watershed programs that contribute to one or more of the four broad objectives of the CALFED Program. This
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technical and financial assistance will be available and activities in both urban and rural watershedsto programs
within the broad solution area described in the Watershed Program Plan (Section 1.4, "Geographic Scope").
Support from the Watershed Program in the form of technical or financiaI assistance will be based on a local
program’s willingness to adopt Program’s principles (Section 3 Program Plan)theWatershed .2in theWatershed
and the degree that activities (including urban forestry projects) carried out by a local watershed program
measurably contribute to the broad goals and objectives of the CALFED Program.

WSH- 2.1.2-2

The Watershed has endorsed such the accumulation of debrisProgram suggestednot practices largewoodynor

in rivers or creeks. The Watershed Program would consider support for projects that accumulate woody debris
only if the projects were designed appropriately to ensure no adverse impacts to bridges, levees, and other
structures.

WSH- 2.1.2-3

The Watershed Program agrees that a better connection needs to be made between urban communities and the
more rural "headwater" communities. As part of the coordination and assistance element, the Watershed Program
will facilitate and coordination and collaboration all stakeholdersopportunitiesmeans to improve seekingamong
to better manage watershed resources.

WSH 2.1.2-4

The Watershed Program recognizes the benefits of addressing watershed issues from upstream to downstream.
Furthermore, specific watershed projects are most when initiated by community, technicallysuccessful the
appropriate, and politically in concert with local needs and desires. Implementation of the Watershed Program
will include consideration of all watershed management projects that are consistent with the Watershed Program
principles (Section 3.2 in the Watershed Program Plan) and support the objectives of CALFED.

WSH 2.1.2-5

A wide range of possible actions can be taken to address the issues in the Bay-Delta; therefore, CALFED’s solution
scope is quite broad, potentially including any action that could help to solve identified problems. The Watershed
Program is designed to provide technical and financial assistance for watershed activities--regardless of the physical
location of action implementation--that help to meet the mission and goals of CALFED. Implementation of the
Watershed Program will include consideration of all watershed management projects that are consistent with the
Watershed Program principles (Section 3.2 in the Watershed Program Plan), are in concert with local needs and
desires, and support the objectives of CALFED.

WSH 2.1.2-6

The Watershed Program Plan states that the Program will support "...on-the-ground activities such as restoration
projects and stream corridor rehabilitation, forest improvement projects, and water quality enhancement. The
program also will support activities that provide guidance or establish a framework for implementation of those
types of projects." No determination will be made on specific selection criteria for supported projects until the

Program is funded to implement the program plan. Principles of participation, from which the criteriaWatershed
for project selection will be derived, are described in Section 3.2, "Watershed Program Principles," in the
Watershed Program Plan.
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2.1.3 Watershed Restoration Projects

WSH 2.1.3-1

The Watershed and Ecosystem Restoration Programs will support actions that protect habitats used by beaver.

WSH 2.1.3-2

The Watershed Program was designed to promote a watershed approach in order to address a variety of issues,
including water retention. Implementation of the Watershed Program will include consideration of all watershed
management projects that are consistent with the Watershed Program principles (Section 3.2 in the Watershed
Program Plan), are in concert with local needs and desires, and support the objectives of CALFED.

2.2    Element A - Coordination and Assistance

WSH 2.2-1

CALFED concurs with the comment regarding the importance of involving local governments and landusers in
any restoration or pollution control effort. CALFED has developed the Watershed Program in part to promote
the involvement of the entire range of stakeholder interests in the development and implementation of the
CALFED Program. Therefore, CALFED will continue to refine the Watershed Program with full stakeholder
involvement.

WSH 2.2-2

CALFED has no plans to duplicate federal or state watershed programs or authorities already in place. The
Watershed Program will work closely with the appropriate federal and state agencies, including the SWRCB, to
promote better coordination and cooperation among these programs.

WSH 2.2-3

The Watershed Program goal (Section 1.5 in the Watershed Program Plan) is "to provide assistance--both
technical and financial--for watershed activities that help achieve the mission and objectives of CALFED, and to
help coordinate and integrate existing and future local watershed programs." The Watershed Program has no
intention of competing for sources of funding currently available to watershed programs.

WSH 2.2-4

The Watershed Program recognizes the importance of improved coordination at all levels of watershed
management activities. In Section 2.2.A3, the program plan specifically mentions the need to facilitate and
coordinate funding with local watershed management efforts. In Section 2.4.C 1, the intent to provide support for
both improving and maintaining the capacity of local watershed programs is noted, including support for
coordinators.

WSH 2.2-5

The Watershed Program ackno~cledges the importance of land ownership and management processes, from
private ownerships, to city and county parks, to national forests. The Program intends to assist all landowners
in improving their stewardship of the lands over which they have management authority.
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WSH 2.2-6

The Watershed Program does not promote adherence to local ordinance as optional. It is intended that projects
support land use regulation in a positive way. The Watershed Program principles (Section 3.2 in thelocal
Watershed Program Plan) note that the Program will support activities "that are consistent with related resource
activities and applicable regulations."

WSH 2.2-7

The Watershed Program will illustrate the (including economic) of watershed management that accruebenefits
from watershed plans and projects designed to meet the goals of CALFED (see Section 2.6 in the Watershed
Program Plan). The Watershed Program has also stated its intent to sponsor projects that adhere to legal
requirements, including permitting as water rights, to assisting projectand issuessuch and has committed
proponents with such actions (see Section 3,6.1 in the Watershed Program

WSH 2.2-8

The Watershed Program has no intention to differentiate among projects by size. Projects will be solicited that
help to meet CALFED objectives, using the Program’s principles of participation.

WSH 2.2-9

The Watershed Program intends to emphasize community-led watershed planning and management. Local
governments are key elements in such a strategy. Program principles include the involvement of local leadership;
and the program plan specifically identifies local planning, ordinance, and other regulation (see Section 2.2 in the
Watershed Program Plan) as a necessary element of projects that the program wilJ support. Section 2.1.2 notes that
watershed management activities must be socially and politically in concert with local needs and desires.
Section 2.1.3 in the Watershed Program Plan states that the "Watershed Program will support local and regional
activities that improve the ability of the watershed to function as a contributor to the health of the entire Bay-
Delta system."

WSH 2.2-10

CALFED agrees that locally led efforts are the most effective means to better watershed management. The
Watershed Program does not intend to develop any new agencies or authorities. Element A in the Watershed
Program Plan (Section 2.2) is "to facilitate and improve coordination and assistance among government agencies,
other organizations, and local watershed groups." Section 2.1 in the Watershed Program Plan notes that "The
Watershed Program will facilitate the development of locally appropriate, community-based strategies to maintain
and improve watershed conditions to achieve CALFED objectives."

WSH 2.2-11

Through the use of demonstration streams, the Ecosystem Restoration Program intends to demonstrate its policy
of regional or local implementation on a watershed scale. CALFED’s proposal is to take our publically developed
objectives to regional community organizations for the development of regional implementation plans. The three
demonstration streams proposed are in Tehama, Shasta, and Tuolumne Counties. Each stream has a strong
community-based organization with broad landowner and water user participation. Each community is looking
forward to the availabilky of CALFED technical support and financial resources.
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WSH 2.2-12

Project refinement, scientific design, monitoring, and evaluation for adaptive management for these
demonstrations will be done under the auspices of the Ecosystem Restoration Program. Broad scope integration
with the elements of the overall CALFED Program will be done by CALFED through its Policy Group as
advised by the BDAC. Regional coordination and implementation will be carried out by the local conservancies
or organizations and facilitated by the Watershed Program. The scientific evaluation is under way. The results
of focused tributary analysis will be discussed with the conservancies, modified as appropriate, and submitted to
the Ecosystem Restoration Program Science Board for peer review.

2.4    Hement C - Education and Outreach

WSH 2.4-1

Funding assistance means the provision of financial assistance from the Watershed Program to local watershed
management efforts. The assistance may be provided through competitive solicitation, directed action, or direct
contracting with specific groups. The Watershed Program itself is not expected to be financially independent from
CALFED; the local programs that it supports with administrative help in early years are expected to be financially
self-sustaining after initial support.

WSH 2.4-2

"Bioregion" is one of the several regions outlined by the California Biodiversity Council that describes extra-
watershed areas with significant biological interactions. While watersheds in themselves are considered unkary,
each is part of some larger region with which the watershed shares major common elements such as sub-species
of plants and animals, climate, geology, or hydrologic connection.

WSH 2.4-3

The term "regional leadership institute" refers to an organizational component of the Adopt-a-Watershed
Program. The Adopt-a-Watershed Program is developing these regional institutes to better train and support
community teams of educators who are working to introduce the Adopt-A-Watershed educational process into
their community K-12 schools. Within the Watershed Program Plan, CALFED used the Adopt-A-Watershed
Program as an example of a K-12 educational program based on the local watershed. This program is one of many
useful educational programs that could be used by communities to further their local watershed management
efforts.

2.5    Element D - Integration with Other CALFED Programs

WSH-2.5-1

The Watershed Program describes its commitment to "encourage and promote a community-based watershed
approach in implementing all of the CALFED programs" (Section 2.5, "Element D - Integration with Other
Common Programs").

WSH-2.5-2

The Watershed Program understands the need to promote an entire watershed approach to achieving the¯
objectives of CALFED and has designed the Watershed Program as an approach or process that can be used by
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CALFED as a whole to help address the numerous goals and objectives of the common programs. (See Element D
on page 2-13 in the June 1999 Watershed Program Plan).

WSH 2.5-3

On page 2-14, the June 1999 Watershed Program Plan notes that the program will work with the other CALFED
programs to describe the types of activities of each program, andidentify the relationships among thosewill
activities to watershed management and the Watershed Program. The Watershed Program will generate
recommendations to improve the coordination and collaboration of funding cycles, solicitation package releases,
summary report delivery, and other areas of opportunity for improved collaborative efforts.

2.6    Element E - Watershed Processes and Relationships

WSH 2.6.1

The health of the Bay-Delta ecosystem very much depends on the health of the entire watershed that feeds the
Bay and Delta. During implementation, the Program plans to better define the relationship between major
watershed processes and the attainment of CALFED’s objectives in order to illustrate that important connection.

WSH 2.6-2

Groundwater characteristics are the result of several basic watershed functions. The quality, accessibility, and
availability of groundwater are of significant importance in watershed dynamics. The Watershed Program will
support projects that quantify and clarify the relationship between good watershed management and sustainable
quality groundwater supplies. (See also Section 3.3.5.1 in the Watershed Program Plan.)

3. Implementation Strategy

WSH 3.0-1

In the Watershed Program implementation strategy, the points raised are addressed in Section 3.2, "Watershed
Program Principles," and in Section 3.3.2, "Development of Monitoring Protocols and Application of Adaptive
Management Processes." The Watershed Program intends to work closely with any relevant existing
program--from local groups to federal agencies--to improve the knowledge of the Bay-Delta watershed and the
effectiveness of ks management.

WSH 3.0-2

The Watershed Program agrees with the comment regarding the potential for increased water yield through
watershed restoration and will support appropriate community-based activities designed to bring about this
restoration. The program also agrees with the comment regarding the lack of information or analysis to fully
calculate the magnitude of potential increases. To help address this lack of information, the Watershed Program
Plan contains the watershed processes and relationships element. This element is intended to support actions that
help to resolve many of these fundamental questions related to watershed function, and to better "describe the
basic biological and physical functions and processes of a watershed" (page 2-15 in Section 2.6.E1 in the June 1999
Watershed Program Plan, as well quantifying a wide range of other accrued and potential benefits associated with
comprehensive watershed management.
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WSH 3.0-3

The Stage 1 actions described in Chapter 3 in the Watershed Program Plan are programmatic and are derived
directly from the Watershed Program elements detailed in Chapter 2 in the program plan. Each of the Stage 1
actions described in Chapter 3 in the Watershed Program Plan includes a reference to the year(s) in Stage 1 when
CALFED plans to carry out that action.

3.2 Watershed Program Principles

WSH 3.2-1

The Watershed Program principles in Section 3.2 in the Watershed Program Plan were inspired by the Sierra
Nevada Alliance work. The program principles will guide all aspects of implementation of the Watershed
Program.

WSH 3.2-2

The concept of providing significant funding for approximately 2 years (page 134 in the June 1999 Implementation
Plan), with declining support beyond that, applies only to the internal management and administrative costs
associated wkh the creation and development of an organized Watershed Program. This concept is based on the
assumption that by generating local capacity, other sources of funding can be obtained--thereby decreasing
reliance on a single source of support (CALFED). This concept of limited-term funding does not apply to possible
Watershed Program support for the implementation of projects or other ongoing watershed management
activities. The Watershed Program plans to make funding for these implementation activities available on a
continuing basis through an established competitive process. The Watershed Program itself is not expected to be
self-sustaining after initial support but rather the local programs it assists with startup administrative and internal
management processes.

WSH 3.2-3

The Watershed Program encourages the inclusion of all parties in locally led watershed management, as outlined
in its Watershed Program principles (see Section 3.2 in the Watershed Program Plan). To that end, the program
will conduct and/or support activities to reach as many local interests as possible, including agricultural groups,
in pursuing the objectives of CALFED (see Section 2.4 in the Watershed Program Plan).

3.3 Desired Outcomes

WSH 3.3-4

The Watershed Program principles state that "CALFED supports watershed activities that contribute to ongoing
local watershed management."

3.3.1 Improved Coordination and Assistance

WSH 3.3-5

"Socially and politically in concert with local needs and desires" means that any project supported by the
Watershed Program will not conflict with local needs and desires as described through local political processes,
such as county boards of supervisors and city councils.
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WSH 3.3-6

Activities outlined in the Watershed Program Plan are intended only as informative illustrations, not as suggested
projects. Projects are expected to developedproposed by onbe and localcommunitiesbased thecoincidenceof

their needs with the objectives of CALFED. Because no projects have been proposed to the Watershed Program,
no analysis is available.

WSH 3.3-7

Program is designed in part to provide to community-basedTheWatershed technicaland financialassistance
watershed programs that will carry out activities designed to meet one or more of the CALFED Program’s
primary objectives--ecosystem quality, water quality, water supply reliability, and levee stability. The proposed

strategy the Watershed Program include funding from both public revenues and from specifiedfinance for would
beneficiaries. Therefore, we disagree with the assumption that all water quality and quantity benefits accrued
through the program should be used exclusively for environmental purposes.

WSH 3.3-8

The Watershed Program Plan repeatedly states that the program intends to support locally led watershed activities
that help to achieve CALFED goals. The program does not intend to manage watersheds directly nor to dictate
programs to anyone. The desired outcomes are intended to demonstrate the potential for collaboration among
different parties seeking to improve the greater Bay-Delta watershed. The various projects and activities supported
by the Watershed Program will be developed and implemented by others under the Watershed Program principles
outlined in Section 3.2 in the program plan. A~tieipated decisions outlined in the program plan are for the
program only and are not intended for any other entity. The criteria to describe a "watershed group" are relevant
only to the Program’s implementation and are not intended for any broader use. Nowhere does the program plan
state that it will establish a list of entities and individuals eligible for executing on-the-ground watershed
management.

3.3.2 Development of Monitoring Protocols and Application of Adaptive Management Processes

WSH-3.3.2-1

We agree with the comment. One of the Program’s Stage I actions described in the Watershed Program Plan is
to "improve the use and usefulness of existing watershed resource information centers." If implemented, this
action would support the expansion of an active network of watershed data and development of information to
assist local watershed programs in conducting effective watershed management, conservation, and restoration
activities. These information centers use GIS technology as a primary means to store, analyze, and display data.

3.3.3 Improved and Expanded Watershed Education And Outreach

WSH 3.3.3-1

The Watershed Program is committed to community-led implementation that assists with attaining the objectives
of CALFED. The program itself is structured around the idea of support of locally generated and locally
appropriate mechanisms and programs to help meet those objectives (see Section 3.3.3 in the Watershed Program
Plan).
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WSH 3.3.3=2

Watershed science and watershed awareness are relatively new. Not all residents and visitors of the Bay-Delta¯
watershed are aware of how a watershed functions or of how their daily activities affect the watershed. Those who
are fully aware of watershed functions may not have access to all data and information available relative to their
watershed. In making more information about specific watersheds more available, decision makers can be better¯
informed, thus resulting in improved watershed health. Education programs have been shown to result in more
impact than any other approach, for instance, in curtailing the dumping of noxious substances into storm drains.
All aspects of watershed education likely to improve conditions in the Bay-Delta watershed will be included,¯
regardless of their geographic or occupational placement.

3.3.5 Improved Watershed Stewardship

WSI-I 3.3.5-1

The CALFED Program designed the Watershed Program element with the intent to enhance natural resource
conservation, restoration, and management of watersheds within the broad solution area of the Program. The
Watershed Program plans to provide technical and financial assistance to local programs and activities that¯
contribute to one or more of the four broad purposes of the CALFED Program--ecosystem quality, water
quality, water supply reliability, and Delta levee integrity. Further, CALFED recognizes the potential for water
yield increases, both surface water and groundwater, through forest and rangeland vegetation management. Water¯
yield increases from the watersheds of the greater Bay-Delta watershed will, in turn, enhance the reliability of
water supplies from the Bay-Delta system. Therefore, the Watershed Program has clearly stated its intent to
support "planning and implementation of fire and fuel toad management programs that maintain, enhance, or¯
restore sustainable ecosystem processes, while protecting human safety" (Section 3.3.5.1, "Fire Management," in|
the Watershed Program Plan). However, CALFED does not currently endorse a specific set of practices or
techniques to manage vegetation in order to reduce fuel loads or improve water yield. Specific actions to reduce¯
fuel loads or otherwise alter vegetation at the community level would need to be analyzed in a site-specific
environmental document prepared by the project proponent, following state and/or federal guidelines for public
involvement. Funding by CALFED for a specific project will be contingent on the completion and approval of¯
the appropriate environmental documentation. Kattelmann (Ghapter 30 in Volume IX) and Marvin (Ghapter 4
in Volume m) in the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project: Final Report to Congress (1996 Davis: University of
California, Centers for Water and Wildland Resources) provide a comprehensive review of water yield issues and¯
discuss the wide range of results in water yield studies. Their reviews show that while prudent vegetative
management can lead to changes in the timing of flows and improvement in water quality, readily measurable
increases in water yields are difficult to assess. This review points out the need to carefully monitor and evaluate¯
the results of actions funded or supported by GALFED in order to better understand the relationship between
forest and rangeland vegetation management and watershed yield. See response WT 00-3 (in the Water Transfer
Program Plan Responses to Comments) for additional information regarding this topic.

WSH 3.3.5-2

The Watershed Program will provide technical and financial assistance to local watershed programs and activitiesI
that contribute to one or more of the four broad purposes of the CALFED Program--ecosystem quality, water
quality, water supply reliability, and Delta levee integrity. The Watershed Program states its intent to provide¯
support and assistance "to watershed communities who desire to maintain existing high water quality, as well as
providing support to those communities working to improve water quality conditions ....Water quality issues
addressed in supported programs will be those which have importance to local communities and that address state¯
and national concerns as well" (Section 3.3.5.1, "Water Quality Enhancement," in the Watershed Program Plan).

CALLED Watershed Program Plan WSH-12 Response to Comments, Volume II ¯

C--028342
(3-028342



I WSH 3.3.5-3

The Watershed Program is currently working with stakeholders and state and federal agencies to establish an
I initial of be used when the When this isset priorities beginsimplementation.program to program process

complete, the Watershed Program will have a set of priorities described as desired outcomes that it hopes to
achieve during implementation. The program would then consider support for those community-based watershed

I projects appear most likely to prioritized outcomes, regardless project’s positionthat achievethese desired of the
in the watershed.

I WSH 3.3.5-4

One of the specified desired outcomes of the Watershed Program is "improved watershed stewardship," whichI includes habitat scales. Also Section in the "Watershed Restorationrestorationat many see 2.1.3 plan,program
Projects."

I WSH 3.3.5-5

The Watershed Program recognizes that balance must be achieved in water and other resource use by humans andI environment. Support for improved watershed stewardship (see Section 3.3.5 in the Watershed Programtheir
Plan) that includes water management is a critical desired outcome of program implementation.

I WSH 3.3.5-6

The Watershed Program recognizes the importance of effective watershed stewardship in both the watersheds that
I produce water for use elsewhere and in watersheds that are net recipients of that water. The Program will support

stewardship and conservation activities that help attain CALFED objectives, regardless of where those actions

i occur.

WSH 3.3.5-7

I The Watershed Program understands that well managed watersheds produce high-quality water for all beneficial
uses (see also Section 2.1.3 in the Watershed Program Plan).

I WSH 3.3.5-8

The Watershed Program is acutely aware of the impacts of wildfire in the Bay-Deka watershed. One of the majorI desired outcomes of program implementation is to achieve improved watershed stewardship (Section 3.3.5 in the
Watershed Program Plan), which includes fire prevention as well as fire impact mitigation programs. Also

i mentioned is the need for improved groundwater management and protection as a critical issue to Californians.

WSH 3,3,5-9

I This comment is essentially correct. Numerous factors, singly and in combination, affect the health and
productivky of the Bay-Deka watershed. The Watershed Program feels that it is best to identify and describe these
factors on a watershed-specific basis. As part of Stage 1 implementation, the Watershed Program plans to makeI financial and technical assistance available to community-based programs to develop watershed-specific
assessments. These assessments will identify specifically those factors currently affecting the health and

i productivity of the particular watershed.
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WSH 3.3.5-10

In addition to input from the Watershed Advisory Group, individual meetings and public statements from
statewide groups representing planners and commissioners have lamented the lack of training available for
planners in watershed science. Such training would be made available on a request basis for those counties and
cities who expected benefit from it.

WSH 3.3.5-11

The Watershed Program recognizes the importance of reliable, clean water in the Bay-Delta watershed. Illustrative
details in Section 3.3.5, "Improved Watershed Stewardship," in the program plan note the importance of an
adequate water supply, both surface water and groundwater. Projects and programs supported by the Watershed
Program will be locally led and locally supported, thereby addressing the significant issue of local water supply
on a project-by-project basis.

WSH 3.3.5-12

The Watershed Program agrees that watershed management and water management are inter-related.
Consequently, watershed management is considered a tool in CALFED’s overall Water Management Strategy (see
pages 59 and 65 in the June 1999 Phase II Report). The quality of watershed management greatly affects water
supply quality and quantity, both on local water and on water exported to other watersheds. Water management
options in turn can significantly affect the ability to effectively manage local watersheds. Whereas the scale of
water management in California transcends watershed boundaries, local watershed management develops the
character of the water, supply to be managed.

The Watershed Program itself is not intended to become financially self sufficient. Administrative and managerial
costs supplied by the program to local efforts is not intended to be the sole source of funding for those efforts in
perpetuity. The local costs of administrative and management functions should be paid by sources other than
CALFED as local capacity grows. It is intended that the Watershed Program help the local efforts become self-
sufficient for such costs, in order to make more funds available from the program to support projects and
programs f9r those groups.

The Program is developing priority criteria for project selection. The criteria will include the priori~ization of
funding to correct problems and/or to protect future benefits. The Watershed Program Plan describes a set of
program "principles of participation." These principles will be used to guide the development of the priority
criteria.

WSH 3.3.5-13

The CALFED Program is an integrated set of Program elements designed to solve major resource problems
associated wkh the Bay-Delta. The Program is designed with the assumption that all Program elements need to
be fully implemented in order to meet the primary objectives of CALFED. One of the key elements of the
Watershed Program Plan is to "illustrate the benefits (including economic) that accrue from watershed plans and
projects designed to achieve the goals of CALFED" (page 2-16 in the June 1999 Watershed Program Plan). The
Watershed Program plans to carry out this key element during implementation of Stage 1 of the Program. Given
the long lead time needed to develop large-scale water management projects, the Watershed Program should have
ample time to assess, determine, and illustrate the benefits of watershed management in helping to achieve the
primary objectives of CALFED. This information will be available to planners, decision makers, and the public
as future CALFED Program decisions are made, including decisions about large-scale water management projects.
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WSH 3.3.5-14

In Section 3.3.2.1 in the Watershed Program Plan, CALFED describes the importance of assessing watershed
conditions. CALFED the collection, and of information establishplans analysis, compilationto support to
baseline conditions for a watershed. Biodiversity can be established through these initial assessments. CALFED
plans to assess biodiversity at scales larger than the project watershed through implementation of the watershed
element of the CMARP and Research The criteria and(ComprehensiveMonitoring,Assessment, Program).
protocols CALFED will use to measure biodiversity will be developed by the CMARP early during Stage la, with
assistance from the Watershed Program.

3.4 Governance

WSH 3.4-1

No structure for Watershed Program implementation oversight has been established (see Section 4.4.4 in the
Implementation Plan). Program to support participation community-ledTheWatershed iscommitted and
watershed management of the Bay-Delta watershed.

WSH 3.4-2

No decision has been made concerning long-term governance of the CALFED Program or specific responsibility
implementing component program, current proposal suggests a newfor thewatershed of the The that CALFED

entity, made up of state and federal agency, tribal, and stakeholder representatives will have oversight
responsibility for implementation of the CALFED Program, ’including the watershed component. Specific
responsibilities Program implementation, including Program, assigned by entity.for theWatershed wouldbe this
Scheduling of key milestones will not occur until the Watershed Program begins implementation. The Watershed
Program has identified a set of Stage 1 actions that describe in a programmatic way the prioritized activities that
will be the first of theimplementedduring 7years program.

WSH 3.4-3

The Watershed Program receives focused stakeholder advice and guidance from the BDAC and its Watershed
Work Group. Since its inception, the Watershed Work Group has been a forum for all watershed interests to

issues particular concern and to advise the Watershed Program onto issues. Recently,discuss of how addressthese
the Watershed Work Group has made a significant effort to engage watershed stakeholders from both the urban
and environmental justice communities in order to focus greater attention on the specific watershed issues of these
communities. The Watershed Program intends to continue working with BDAC’s Watershed Work Group as
the primary forum for stakeholder input on the development and implementation of the Watershed Program.

3.5    Finance

WSH 3.5-1

The Watershed Program itself is not expected to be self-sustaining after initial support but rather the local
programs it assists with startup. Successful local groups will become less dependent on CALFED as a sole source

internal management support over CALFED support for programs andof administrativeand financial time.
projects will still be available to those groups. Such support will be contingent on the local program’s ability to
help meet the overall CALFED objectives, which are referenced in the program plan in order to ensure that the
objectives are not through interpretation.diluted

CALFED Watershed Program Plan WSH- 15 Response to Comments, Volume II

C--028345
(3-028345



WSH 3.5-2

The Watershed Program consistently uses any and all information available from a variety of sources (including
the referenced report) in the construction and implementation of the program.

WSH 3.5-3

The Watershed Program will work to ensure that costs of watershed management that result in quantifiable
benefits outside the watershed are distributed equitably.

WSH 3.5-4

The current cost estimate to implement the Stage I actions of the Watershed Program will be refined during
Stage 1, as specific community-based watershed programs, projects, and activities, and the benefits of these
activities are identified. Recognize that the current cost estimate for Stage 1 actions of the Watershed Program does
not include the cost of implementing the watershed element of the CMARP. This element of the CMARP is being
designed to meet many of the Watershed Program’s monitoring needs. The estimated costs to implement the
CMARP, including the watershed element, are identified in the Phase II Report.

WSH 3.5-5

At this time, the Watershed Program does not anticipate having funds to begin implementing the program during
fiscal year 2000. The Watershed Program is developing a specific set of initial program priorities, as well as an
appropriate decision-making process, that will help to ensure that projects funded by the Watershed Program will
have strong public support, high public visibility, and a high chance of success in meeting program objectives and
achieving an appropriate set of desired outcomes.

WSH 3.5-6

Page 145 in the June 1999 Phase 1I Report contains estimates of the Stage 1 costs for each component of the
CALFED Program. The estimated Stage 1 cost for the Watershed Program is $210 million. This is a broad
programmatic estimate of costs but does represent the correct order of magnitude of investment that will be
needed to carry the program forward successfully. During implementation of the Watershed Program, cost
estimates will be refined as more specific information on projects and activities becomes available.

3.6    Stage 1 Actions

WSH 3.6-1

The Watershed Program supports watershed plan development. While encouraging development of additional
plans, the program also desires to provide support for the implementation of existing plans. For the first 7 years,
the program will provide assistance to implement existing plans while also providing assistance to develop plans
for watersheds without a plan in place.

WSH 3.6-2

The distribution and priorities of funding for the Watershed Program have not been set. They will be developed
as the Program has been developed--through extensive participation of a wide range of stakeholders--when funds
become available.
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4.2 Monitoring

WSH 4.2.1

The Watershed Program states that "monitoring is a fundamental component of CALVED and is directly related
to the adaptive management cycle."
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